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tribute ever accorded to sterling merit is contained in Tux Lascert, of 
hag Tus Laxcer Special Commis- 


The finest 
August 8, 1891 307-8, which embodies 

coton Natural Mineral Waters,” “ Johannis” —the cont f the Report—being selected from 
amongst the Natural Mineral Waters of the world as worthy of this distinction. 


PROMOTES APPETITE, ASSISTS DIGESTION. PROLONGS LIFE 


“ JOHANNIS.” 


THE KING OF NATURAL TABLE WATERS. 
CHARGED ENTIRELY WITH ITS OWN NATURAL GAS. 








To be obtained from all Chemists, Wine Merchants, and Stores at the following 


prices per Dozen 
Bottles. }-Bottles. 
- 3/9 


« }-Bottles. Bottles. 
3/6 | Country 6/6 
London Offices: 

25, REGENT STREET, 8.W. 


Bottles. es, 
London 6/- 4/6 
Springs: 
ZOLLHAOS, GERMANY. 4ENT 8 
LEGAL AND GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE 
SOCIETY. 
ESTABLISHED OVER HALF A CENTURY. 


FLEET STREET, LONDON. 
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TOTAL ASSETS, £2,692,000. INCOME, £303,000. 
The Yearly New Business exceeds ONE MILLION. 
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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Court or Appzat No. 2 has this week been h final 
appeals from the Chancery Division. As the list of these 
appeals is nearly finished, it appears probable that on Tuesda: 
if not earlier, the hearing of Queen’s Bench final appeals 
be resumed in that court. 





On Tvxspay, the 27th inst., Mr. Jastice Carrry will commence 
his fortnight of continuous hearing of witness actions daily, 
with the exception of Monday, the 5th of March, and duri 
that period his motions and uno petitions will be h 
on Thursdays and Saturdays by Mr. Justice Norru. 





On Tuurspay last, the 22nd inst., Mr. Justice Wricut com- 
menced the hearing of two of the chancery actions which were 
transferred to him last year as an additional judge of the 
Chancery Division. The hearing of these cases will not finish 
the list, as there are several others standing over for various 
reasons and not yet ready to be heard. 





Ay orber transferring sixty actions to Mr. Justice Romer 
for the purpose only of trial or hearing is in course of prepara- 
tion, he will be signed in the early part of next week. Twenty 
of these actions are taken from the list of Mr. Justice Currry, 
ten from that of Mr. Justice Norra, yg | from that of Mr. 
Justice Stirtive, and ten from that of Mr. Justice Kexewicn. 





A meEmorANDUM, which we understand has been pre 
with the sanction of the Lords Justices, is posted in the Cause 
Clerks’ Room (No. 136) in the Royal Courts of Justice, and we 
reprint it elsewhere. It directs attention to the new rule which 
shortens the times for appealing, and indicates that where the 
time for appealing from any order affected by the new rules 
has ceased to run, the rule will not be strictly enforced. It is, 
however, not stated that any appeal so out of time can be set 
down without leave of the court. 





Tux surtTor in person propensity is a ntly increasing. On 
Tuesday last Court of Appeal No. 1 had no 77 fs than + of 
these amateur litigants to deal with. The view they are apt to 
take of the powers of the court to administer “justice and 
equity” is illustrated by an application recently made in court 
to one of the learned judges of the Chancery Division. The 
suitor a plied for an injunction. ‘Where is your notice of 
motion?” said the judge. “I have not given one,” said the 
suitor. ‘Then let me see the writ,” said the judge. ‘‘ Here 
it is, but it is not yet issued!” Application dismissed as 
irregular. 





We oviscvss elsewhere the judgments of the Court of 
Appeal in Rouse v. The Bradford Banking Co. on Tuesday last. 
In view of the remarkable difference of opinion among the 
judges as to the real effect of the decision in such a leading 
case as Oakley v. Pasheller, it would be satisfactory that the case 
of Rouse v. The Bradford Banking Co. should be taken to the 
House of Lords, and we are glad to hear that it is probable 


264 | this will be done. Such an important point in the law of 


suretyship ought not to be left in doubt. 





Tue Hovsz of Commons has disagreed with the bulk of the 
Lords’ amendments to the Local Government Bill, Most-of the 


subjects with which they dealt had been fully discussed 
the Bill leit the Lower Meuse, ad's wal, theseteee, : 
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that alterations which had been proposed and rejected in that 
assembly would be immediately acquiesced in when they 
ra with the sanction of the Peers. It is not, however, 
probable that the spirit of no compromise will go so far in the 
case of this measure as to induce either its authors or its critics 
to take such a course as would have the result of consigning it 
to join its sister the Employers’ Liability Bill in the limbo of 
dropped legislation. The points which now seem most likely 
to stand in the way of an amicable agreement are the clauses 
affecting parochial charities and the compulsory acquisition of 
land ; but neither obstacle seems to be insuperable. The diffi- 
culties (undoubtedly great) which surround any scheme for an 
equitable, and at the same time convenient, system of rating 
have prevented such proposals as were made in that direction 
from being further insisted on in the Commons, and what has 
been called the chief blot upon the Bill remains untouched— 
viz., that under its provisions one class will pay the piper and 
another will call the tune. 





Tne case of Hanfstaengl v. The Empire Palace (Limited), which 
came before Mr. Justice Strrinc last week, raised an interesting, 
and to some extent novel, point of copyright law. The plaintiff 
moved for an interlocutory injunction to restrain the defendants 
from an alleged infringement of his copyright in five pictures 

inted by foreign artists, and entitled respectively ‘“ First 

ve,” “A Naughty Song,” ‘Loves me, loves me not,” 
“Charity,” and “The Three Graces.” The defendants had 
placed living persons to represent the leading figures in these 
pictures in front of backgrounds painted in alleged imitation of 
those in the originals. Was this an infringement of the plain- 
tiff’s copyright ? Obviously the painted backgrounds might be; 
and that question has therefore been reserved for trial, an 
injunction being refused on the defendants undertaking to take 
and keep photographs of the backgrounds for production at the 
proper time. But was “the live figure” part of the arrange- 
ment an infringement? Mr. Justice Srreiine held that it was 
not. The reproduction was not permanent; there was and 
could be no multiplication of copies (cf. Copyright Act, 1862, s. 
6); and the defendants (cf. Dicks v. Brooks, 1880, 15 Ch. D. 22) 
“did not copy or imitate anything which constituted the work ”’ 
of the authors of the pictures. Onappeal Mr. Justice Srrriive’s 
decision was affirmed. The Court of Appeal (as reported else- 
where) considered that the Copyright Act aimed at the protec- 
tion of painters against the reproduction by other persons of 
their works in the form of pictures, whether by means of some 
process then known, or of some future new process, but it was 
never intended, as the court said, to interfere with the business 
of the actor or the sculptor, who might for the purposes of his 
own art make use of what the painter had produced in the 
practice of quite a different art, and by entirely different means, 
and where the ultimate forms of the two things, though in 
one way similar, were in another quite distinct. 


Ir 1s A frequent clause in contracts for the performance of 
extensive works entered into by contractors with a company or 
public body that any disputes or differences arising out of the 
contract shall be referred to the engineer, surveyor, or other 
officer of the latter. In assenting to the clause the contractors 
understand that they are submitting themselves to an arbitrator 
who in the nature of things will have a bias against them, and 
therefore they clearly cannot allege his mere position under the 
other party as a reason for not proceeding with an arbitration. 
On entering into the agreement they assume that the officer as 
arbitrator will be able to separate himself from the engineer or 
surveyor, and perform his duties as arbitrator in an impartial 
manner. To induce the court to interfere and restrain the arbi- 
tration specific grounds must be shewn for believing that the 
arbitrator will not in fact be impartial. In Nuttall v. Mayor of 
Manchester the court considered the nature of the inquiry to be 
such that the arbitrator would be judge in his own cause, and 
would be deciding whether or not he had himself been guilty of 
professional negligence (see per A. L. Smrru, LJ., 1893, 1 Ch., 
at p. 243), and it interfered to stop the arbitration. On the 
other hand, in Jackson v. Barry Railway Co. (1893, 1 Oh, 238), 


tion of the contract, and had repeated this view after notice 
that the matter was to be referred to his arbitration, the 
Court of Appeal dissolved an injunction granted by Kzxrwicu, 
J., on the ground that the engineer had net been shewn to have 
finally closed his mind against the arguments which would be 
adduced before him as arbitrator. In the recent case of 
Eckersley v. Mersey Docks Co., before Matszw and Oave, JJ., 
the claim to be referred to arbitration was a claim for damage 
caused to the plaintiffs by delay and interference with the work 
on the part of the defendant company and their servants; but, 
though the engineer would clearly be interested to hold that no 
such damage had been caused, the court declined to interfere. 





Unner section 25 of the Companies Act, 1867, all shares in a 
company are issued subject to the payment of the whole 
nominal amount in cash, unless “ the same”’ is otherwise deter- 
mined by a contract duly filed. The words “ the same,” which 
are very oddly introduced, must refer to terms of payment (Ze 
Almada and Tirito Co., 38 Oh. D., p. 425), and the contract does 
not save the shareholder from liability if no payment of any 
kind has been, in fact, made—if the shares are simply issued 
asa bonus. This was determined by the Court of Appeal in 
Re Eddystone Marine Insurance Co, (41 W. R. 642; 1893, 3 Oh. 
9). The shareholder, therefore, is in the same position whether 
he takes the shares upon terms of payment otherwise than in 
cash without a registered contract, or whether he takes the shares 
gratis with such a contract. In either case he is liable to pay. 
A further case in the same liquidation (Browning's case, ante, p. 
258) deals with the position of a transferee for value from the 
original shareholder. As to such transferee the general rule of 
law was clearly laid down by the House of Lords in Burkinshaw 
v. Nicolls (26 W. R. 819, 3 App. Cas. 1004). Lord Carrns, C., 
pointed out the extreme inconvenience that would arise in 
dealing with shares in public companies if, when a share 
was being dealt with in the market in the ordinary course 
of business with the representation by the company upon 
it that the whole amount of the share was paid, the 
purchaser should nevertheless be obliged to disregard the 
assertion of the company, and, before he could obtain a title, 
should have to satisfy himself that the assertion was true, 
and that the money had been actually paid. Asa matter of 
fact, this would paralyze dealings in shares entirely. Hence the 
rule was laid down that a purchaser who takes shares purport- 
ing to be fully paid up, and who has no notice to the contrary, 
is protected against any further demands by the company and 
its liquidator; and, further, that it is for those who allege that 
he had notice that the share was not actually paid up to prove 
the allegation. In Browning's case the shares in question were 
described in the certificate as fully paid up, but upon the 
certificate (which was handed to the purchaser) there was 
written in red ink the word ‘‘ bonus.” The question before 
Srieiina, J., was whether this indorsement gave the purchaser 
notice that the shares were issued without payment or any other 
consideration, and he held that it did. The word should have 
put the purchaser on inquiry, and inquiry would have shewn 
that the shares were still subject to payment. 





In tHE case of Re West London and General Permanent Benefit 
Building Society (reported elsewhere) Wricut, J., had before 
him a very important point on the liability of the members of 
an a building society to contribute in respect of 
the debts of the society in a winding up. The way in which the 
question arose will be seen by referring to the report, but the 
effect of the judgment may be shortly stated. The learned 
judge drew a distinction between the liability to contribute to 
debts incurred in the prosecution of the ordinary business of the 
society and the liability for loans. In the former case he held, 
in accordance with the principles laid down by Lord Biacksurn 
in Murray vy. Scott (9 App. Gas. 519), that the members were 
liable on the doctrine of principal and agent, and the liability 
was unlimited, and that in the latter case they were liable only 
to the extent of the sums payable under the terms of the rules 
and tables. The members, whether advanced or unadvanced, 








therefore, are personally liable to the ordinary creditors, but 





where the engineer had taken a decided view as to the construc- _ 
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they are not to be held personally liable in respect of 
loans. The rules can only go to the extent of binding the 
assets of the society, because a rule giving power to borrow so 
as to bind the members personally, and not merely the assets, 
would be w/érd vires as turning the obligations of the members of 
a building society into something inconsistent with the object of 
such a society. The general principles are as follow :—Un- 
advanced or investing members are only liable, as between the 
different classes of members themselves, to contribute to the 
assets of the society to the extent (if any) to which the payments 
due in respect of their shares are in arrear at the commencement of 
the winding up, though they may in some cases be under special 
liability to preference shareholders, In the absence of special 
contract, advanced members are entitled to redeem, and so put 
an end to their connection with the society, by paying up the 
balances remaining owing on their securities, and are not bound 
to remain members for the purpose of bearing a share of any 
losses that may have been sustained by the society (Wurtzburg 
on Building Societies, 2nd ed., p. 219.) These principles are 
said to be subject to this, that, F sti there are outside creditors 
whose claims have to be met, both advanced and unadvanced 
members of unincorporated societies have been held to be con- 
tributories with unlimited liability (Re Doncaster Permanent 
Building Society, 15 W. R. 102, L. R. 3 Eq. 158, and Re Profes- 
sional, Commercial, and Industrial Benefit Building Society, 19 
W. R. 1153, L. R. 6 Oh. 856), This was the question which 
Wricut, J., had before him, and upon which he drew the 
before-mentioned distinction. It will be seen, on referring to 
the cases—¢.g., Brownlie v. Russell (8 App. Cas. 235), Re Doncaster 
Permanent Building Society (supra), and Murray v. Scott (33 
W. R. 173, 9 App. Oas., at p. 545)—that some confusion has 
arisen from treating the liability of members of a building 
society on the same principles as are applicable to partners. 
At one time it seems to have been thought that a society must 
of necessity either be a common law partnership or a joint-stock 
company; but Brownlie v. Russell shews that a building society 
is not a joint-stock company or a common law partnership, but 
is an association of a special kind formed and regulated under 
particular Acts of Parliament for special purposes. 





Tue pxctsion of the Court of Appeal (Linpizy, Kay, and 
A. L. Suaru, L.JJ.) in Hdwards v. Marcus (ante, p. 234) removes 
the doubt which might arise on a dictum of Jamxs, L.J., in Ex 
parte Collins (L. R. 10 Ch. 372), In the latter case the Lord 
Justice was ys the nature of the “condition’’ which, if 
not made part of a bill of sale, renders the registration void 
under section 10 (3) of the Bills of Sale Act, 1878. ‘ Condi- 
tions,” he said, “‘may be either precedent, subsequent, or in- 
herent. A condition is precedent where, unless it is complied 
with, the estate does not arise; it is subsequent where, if it is 
broken, the estate is defeated ; it is inherent where the estate 
is qualified, restrained, or charged by it; in every case it denotes 
something which prejudicially affects the interest of the donee.” 
But in regarding conditions as thus n ily affecting the 
estate taken by the grantee under a bill of sale, James, L.J., seems 
to have omitted to observe that there was an interest left in the 
grantor, an equity of redemption, which might equally be 
affected by a condition. In Zdwards v. Marcus the defendants 
Marcus and his wife executed a bill of sale of chattels to 
TowNEND, to secure the re ent of £300 and simple interest 
at the rate therein speci ap On the same day the wife, by a 
separate instrument, mortgaged to Townznp her share in the estate 
of a testator, to secure the same sum of £300 with compound 
interest at the same rate. The bill of sale alone was regi , 
The plaintiff was a judgment creditor of Mr. and Mrs. ous, 
and the chattels had been seized to satisfy. his judgment. Upon 
TowNEND putting in his claim a ial case was stated by a 
referee, and it was found that the bill of sale and the m e 
were given to secure the same debt, and that they were both 

ven as part of the same transaction. Upon this the Divisional 

ourt, and also the Court of Appeal, held the tors of the 
bill of sale could not redeem except on payment of the compound 
interest secured by the m and there was a 
‘condition’ within the m of the section which should 
have been included in the bill of sale. In view,of a case like 


this it is at once apparent that the remarks of Jamzs, L.J., in 
Ex parte Collins p too narrow a construction upon the 
section. There is nothing in it to restrict the condition to which 
it refers to a condition prejudicially affecting only the grantee, 








THE RETIRED PARTNER. " 


On Tuesday last judgments of considerable importance were 
delivered by the Court of A in the case of Rouse v. Brad- 
ford Banking Co, (reported where), in which some difficult 
questions arising out of the law of principal and surety were 
ror 9 hich was dealt with 

The question o: test im: which was t was 
whether, where care ane po. gremms who at the date of in- 
curring the debt are both liable as principal debtors, but who 

as between themselves, convert such liability into 
that of principal and surety, and the creditor has notice of this 
change, the creditor is so affected that he cannot give time to 
the principal without discharging the , unless he expressly 
reserves his remedies against the surety. This question of law 
will be found s0 exhaustively treated in the ju rome of the 
learned Lords Justices that it is only of immediate practical 
importance to note that the point is one which has exercised the 
intellects of numerous learned judges, including certain distin- 
guished members of the House of Lords, for many years, the 
conflict chiefly raging around the decision of Oakley v. Pasheller 
(10 Bli. N. 8. 548) and what ise point in that case the House 
of Lords really did decide. is case was decided in the year 
1836, and since that time has been commented on in numerous 
decisions, and di of, as was thought finally, by the decision 
of Cocxsury, O.J., and Bracksurn, J., in Swire v. Redman 
(1 Q. B. D. 536). 

The whole question has now, by the case just decided, been 
reopened by the Court of A , who (A. L. Saurrn, L.J., dis- 
senting on this point) have held that ~ in Swire v. 
Redman put @ wrong construction on the t of the decision 
of the House of in Oakley v. Pasheller, and that it is 
the law that a creditor is affected by notice that one of his 
principal debtors has, as between bimself and his co-debtor, 
converted himself into a surety, and is bound to recognize that 
altered position, and if he grants any indulgence to the co- 
debtor which would discharge a surety, the other debtor is 
thereby discharged. 

The actual decision in Rouse v. Bradford Banking Co. was a 
curious one, so far as it turned upon this point, and in order to 
appreciate it we must shortly state a few of the main facts. 

e plaintiff was a retired partner, and on his retirement was 
party to a deed of dissolution in the ordinary form, whereby 
the plaintiff was converted into a surety. At the date of 
such dissolution the firm owed the defendant bank a large 
sum, and at the date of the present action a portion of 
this debt was still due. A few aes after the dissolu- 
tion, the bank, who meanwhile full knowledge of 
the position of the —, gave time to the continu- 
ing partners, but without reserving remedies against the 
plaintiff as surety. The question was whether the plaintiff 
was discharged. Kexewicu, J., had held in the affirmative. 
The appeal was allowed by Livprey and A. L. Sara, LJJ. 
(Kay, L.J., dissenting), on the following unds. Lovey, 
L.J., held (a) that the plaintiff had by a clause in the deed of 
dissolution impliedly authorized the creditor to give his late 
co-partners time to pay the old debt ; (+) that the other question 
was immaterial—but that the view taken in Swire v. Redman of 
the decision in Oakley vy. Pasheller was contrary to authority. 
Kay, L.J., held (a) that the clause in the deed was common 
form and was not intended to give the creditor authority to allow 
time ; ©) that on the point he agreed with Liyptey, 
LJ. A. L. Surrs, LJ., held (a) that he agreed with Livpzezy, 
L.J., as to the effect of the clause, but (4) disagreed with the 
rest of the court as to Swire v. Redman, which he thought was 

law. The net result of these diverse opinions was, that 

e decision of Kexewion, J., was reversed, but, subject to 
further elucidation in a higher court or by subsequent cases, it 
cannot be considered as settled whether a creditor of a dissolved 





firm is bound to recognize the position of a retired partner as 
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surety when he is dealing with the continuing partners in 
sg of debts of the old firm. 

to Swire v. Redman, it is not clear whether the effect of this 
variegated decision of the Court of Appeal is sufficient to 
overrule its authority, especially as the ratio decidendi of the 
majority of the court turned upon the construction of the 
deed of dissolution. ‘For this reason, if for no other, it is to be 
hoped that, in the interests of the mercantile community in 
general, now that the question has been reopened and the 
authority of Swire v. Redman shaken, the case may be finally 
settled by the House of Lords. 

Whatever may be the legal effect of the balance of judicial 
authority for or against the view of the law taken by the 
majority of the Court of Appeal on this point, the question 
remains whether it is not open to criticism on other grounds, 
and whether the decision of Swire v. Redman was not in accord- 
ance with the principles of justice and common sense. The view 
of the Court of Appeal does seem to inflict a hardship on the 
creditor, and to be opposed to the general principle that a trans- 
action between two parties ought not to operate to the dis- 
advantage of a third. It is true that a creditor, after notice of 
the altered position, may reserve his remedies against this 
principal-surety-debtor, but is not this to impose on him an 
additional burden and to add a term to his original contract ? 
Under his original contract the partners were principal debtors, 
and it is settled law that, before notice of any change, he was 
at liberty to give time to one partner without prejudicing his 
right of recourse against the other. Is the effect of mere 
notice, then, sufficient to deprive him of this contractual right, 
and to impose on him the obligation of expressly reserving 
his remedy against the retired partner with the alternative of 
inadvertently discharging him from all liability ? 

Meanwhile the practical effect of the case will be that banks 
and other creditors will have to be careful, whenever, after a 
change in a firm, they grant indulgence to continuing partners 
in respect of old partnership debts, to expressly reserve all 
remedies against the retired partner. 


THE CONSTRUCTION OF EQUITABLE LIMITATIONS. 


In the case of Le Whiston’s Estate (ante, p. 253) Currry, J., has 
acted upon the rule enunciated in Elphinstone, Norton, and 
Clarke on the Interpretation of Deeds (p. 276, r. 104), that “‘an 
equitable limitation by way of trust executed has the same con- 
struction as a legal limitation.”” Hence where there was a 
voluntary settlement of an equity of redemption on trust for the 
settlor’s wife for life, with remainder to the settlor for life, and 
after his death in trust for children who, being sons, should 
attain twenty-one, or, being daughters, should attain that age or 

, it was held that though the estates were equitable, words 
of inheritance were necessary to give the fee, and, in the absence 
of such words, the children took only estates for life. 

That the court was bound upon the authorities to adopt this 
construction there is no doubt, but it has been supposed that 
some writers of eminence have countenanced the view that 

uity did not necessarily in this respect follow the law (see 

yler v. Meyler, 11 L. R. Ir. 530, and authorities cited in argu- 
ment); on the contrary, that in considering the extent of the 
equitable interest taken under a deed regard might be paid to 
the intention of the author of the deed as appearing upon the 
whole deed. 

In one respect, undoubtedly, equity does depart from the 
rules of law. At law the use of the word “heirs” was, prior 
to the Conveyancing Act, 1881, absolutely necessary for the 
creation of an estate in fee, and the use of the same word, 
properly qualified, for the creation of an estate tail (Oo. Litt. 

b ; is’ Real Prop., 2nd ed., pp. 194, 264). And not only 
was the omission of the word fatal, but equally so the use of 
the singular number instead of the plural. ‘‘If,” says Lord 
Coxz, with a strictness which is no longer enforced (see Marshall 
v. Peascod, 2 J. & H., p. 75), “a man give land to a man and to 
his heir in the singular number, he hath but an estate for life, 
for his heir cannot take a fee simple by descent, because he is 
but one, and therefore in that case his heir shall take nothing.” 
But in equitable limitations the use of technical words is not 











essential, and any words which, according to their popular 
meaning, have the same effect are sufficient (Shep. Touch. by 
Preston, p. 106; Lewin on Trusts, 9th ed., p. 113; Williams on 
Settlements, p. 60). 

But this is as far as the relaxation in favour of equitable 
limitations extends, and in the absence of any words which can 
be construed as words limiting an estate in fee or in tail, the 
court is bound to restrict the interest of the grantee under the 
deed to an estate for life, and cannot refer generally to the 
intention of the settlor as appearing upon the whole instrument 
for the purpose of rasa whether the entire beneficial 
interest was meant to pass. On this the cases appear to be 
uniform. It is assumed that the limitations are created by 
executed trust, and do not arise upon a trust executory merely, 
or upon a contract not carried into effect by actual conveyance, 
and the rule was different as to devises in trust even before the 
Wills Act (Hawkins on Wills, p. 137). 

In Holliday v. Overton (15 Beay. 480) by a settlement, made 
on the marriage of a widow who had children, real estate was 
conveyed by her to a trustee and his heirs upon trust for her 
separate use for life, with remainder in trust for her children 
equally as tenants in common, and there were no words of 
inheritance. Sir Joun Romitty, M.R., observed that the 
rules applicable to the construction of wills, or of execute 
instruments, were not applicable to the case before him, whi 
was the simple case of a deed executed, and that he was 
bound by the strict rules applicable to a case of that descrip- 
tion. Consequently, he held that the children took life estates 
only under the limitation. He acted upon the same principle 
in Lucas v. Brandreth (28 Beav. 274), where in a marriage 
settlement there was an ultimate trust in favour of the wife’s 
next of kin without words of inheritance. Referring to his 
previous decision in Holliday v. Overton, he said: ‘‘In that 
case, as in this, the court felt every disposition to overcome the 
absence of words of limitation, a disposition caused by a belief 
that in this, as in that case, the omission of words of inheritance 
had been accidental. But it would be making a new settlement, 
and in substance to alter and reform its provisions, if this court 
were to read this clause as if the word ‘heirs’ or other words of 
limitation were inserted at the close of the sentence.” The next 
of kin accordingly took life estates. And these decisions were 
followed in Zatham v. Vernon (29 Beav. 604), where Sir Jouw 
Romitxy further held that a mere direction to the trustees to 
divide the residue of real estate among the ultimate grantees 
did not make the trust executory so as to enable the court to 
supply words of limitation and to define the estates which they 
were to take. Marshall v. Peascod (2 J. & H. 78) is another 
decision on the point, and Woop, V.C., treated it as a matter 
of course that only life estates were taken. 

In Middleton vy. Barker (W. N., 1873, p. 231, 29 L. T. 648) 
freeholds were conveyed by a voluntary settlement to trustees 
and their heirs upon trust for the settlor for life, and after his 
death for his reputed son Wit114m MippieTon when and in case 
he attained twenty-one: and in case Wititiam MuippLeron 
should die under twenty-one, or, having attained that age, 
should die in the lifetime of the settlor without leaving lawful 
issue living at his decease, then over. Wii11Am MrippiEeron 
attained twenty-one, survived the settlor, and died leaving 
issue. The devisees under his will contended that the intention 
of the settlor must be followed, and that the form of the trusts 
over was inconsistent with an intention to give a life estate. 
But Bacon, V.C., considered that he was bound by the absence 
of words of inheritance, and he held that the heir of the settlor 
was entitled. In the Irish case of Meyler v. Meyler (11 L. R. 
Ir. 522), which appears to be the latest authority on the subject, 
all the cases were considered, and a like conclusion was arrived at. 

In the above cases it is quite possible that the intention of the 
creator of the trust would have been better carried out had the 
whole beneficial interest been given to the grantee, although no 
words of limitation were inserted; but any argument on this 
ground — equally to limitations of the legal estate. If 
the rule of construction requires to be changed it should be 
changed altogether ; whatever the rule is, it seems clear that it 
must apply to legal and equitable limitations alike. This is a 
case in which for the certainty of titles it is eminently necessary 
that equity should follow the law. 
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REVIEWS. 
STATUTES OF LIMITATIONS. 


A PrRacticaL TREATISE ON THE STATUTES OF LIMITATIONS IN 
ENGLAND AND IRELAND. By (the late) J, G. N. Darsy and F. A, 
BosaNQuET. SECOND EDITION, REVISED AND ENLARGED, by 
F. A. BosanqueEt, Q.C., and J. R. V. Maronant, Barrister-at- 
Law. William Clowes & Sons (Limited). 


A new edition of Darby and Bosanquet has been for a long time 
wanted. The first edition appeared in 1867 and ily became a 
recognized authority upon a subject of considerable intricacy. Since 
that time the Real Property Limitation Act, 1874, has introduced 
extensive changes in the law limiting the time for bringing actions 
concerned with land, and a great number of cases, many of them of 
great importance, have been decided. 

The initial difficulty is to know how to arrange the subject. Doubt- 
less the editors have done well to adhere to the treatment in succession 
of limitations under the Statute of James of actions on simple 
contracts and torts, limitations under 3 & 4 Will. 4, c. 42 of actions 
on specialties and indentures of lease, limitations of actions for the 
recovery of money charged on land, and limitations of actions for the 
recovery of land; but the arrangement leads to a good deal of 
repetition and cross reference. There are principles and decisions 
affecting, for instance, acknowledgment and part payment which 
belong to more than one division of the subject, and the decision in 
Sutton v. Sutton (31 W. R. 369, 22 Ch. D. 511) has destroyed the 
distinction between real and personal remedies for sums of money 
charged on land. But the arrangement which has been adopted and 
the treatment accorded to the subject, give a clear view of the whole, 
and great care has evidently been bestowed upon the edition. 

The editors are still argumentative upon points which are open to 
argument, as to the effect, for instance, of adverse possession in 
destroying the interest of cestuis que trust as well as the estate of the 
trustees (p. 421). In other cases, where the law is at length settled, 
they content themselves with a reference to the authorities, as in 
regard to eee of section 8 of the Act of 1874, to judg- 

; y, and not only to judgments charged on land 

(p. 169). 

PWe notice that Hollingshead v. Webster (36 W. R. 660, 37 Ch. D. 
651), in which Chitty, J., decided that payment of interest on a 
simple contract debt by tenant for life implied a promise to pay on 
the part of the remainderman, is accepted without comment (p. 130). 
To us it seems fairly open to criticism, but the whole subject of the 
effect of payment by one person as against another must remain 
doubtful until the Court of Ap has decided between the reasonin, 
in Roddam v. Morley (1 De G. & J. 1) and that in Coope v. Cresswell 
(L. RB. 2 Ch. 123), and until the House of Lords has settled whether 
Newbould v. Smith (34 W. R. 690, 29 Ch. D. 882) is inconsistent with 
Chinnery v. Evans (13 W. R. 20, 11 H. L. 115). One of the puzzles 
in the subject (see p. 230) is how Lord Westbury found it possible to 


assert that his judgment in Chinnery v. Evans was in harmony with | - 


his previous decision in Bolding v. Lane (1 De G. & 8. 122). 

We should have liked to give examples of the useful and accurate 
manner in which the cases are stated in the present edition. It must 
be sufficient to refer to two instances, the enumeration p- 69-91 
of the expressions which have been deemed to be cient an 
insufficient acknowledgments respectively under the Statute of James, 
and the instances (pp. 290-298) where it has been held that there has 

discontinuance of ion of land. The present edition 
will preserve the reputation which the work has acquired. 





COUNTY COURT PRACTICE, 


Tur ANNUAL County Courts PRACTICE, 1894, FOUNDED oN Pot- 
LOCK AND NICOL’s AND Hrywoop’s PRACTICES OF THE COUNTY 
Courts. Two Votvumes. By His Honour JupcGzE Heywoop. 
Sweet & Maxwell (Limited); Stevens & Sons (Limited). 


The present edition of this standard work does not demand a 
lengthy notice in these columns, as on more than one occasion we 
have previously testified to the indisputable merits of Judge Hey- 
wood’s Treatise. Moreover, the year has been, so far as the 
county courts are concerned, a singularly uneventful one. For, while, 
during that period, a certain number of cases affecting them have 


been decided, no new rules of practice have been issued, and only two | have to be though 
jal notice in the volumes | months allowed under the old Rules may not then have expired. 


statutes have been passed for speci 
before us, namely, ‘‘The Trustee Act, 1893” (56 & 57 Vict. c. 53), 
ue and Provident Societies Act, 1893” (56 & 57 
1c J c. ° 
With regard to the former of these two statutes, in Volume I. 
which, it will be remembered, mai 


under the now repealed provisions of the Trustee and Trustee Relief 
Acts. The other statute above mentioned, namely, ‘‘The Industrial 
and Provident Societies Act, 1893” (56 & 57 Vict. c. 93), is duly 
noticed in Volume II., which, it may be as well to mention, relates 
exclusively to the jurisdiction and practice of the county courts 
under special statutes. = 

All the cases decided in 1893 which directly concern the county 
courts appear to be comprised in the present edition except>Z'he 
Crescent (41 W. R. 533), which ought, we think, to be cited at p. 88 
of Volume II. as an authority for the tion that, on the hearing 
of a county court appeal in admiralty, the High Court has power, 
when no note of what occurred in the county court has been taken, to 
order that the witnesses of both i and examined in the 
court below should be produced and examined on the hearing of the 
appeal. The previous case of The Busy Bee (L. R. 3 A. & E. 527), 
which is cited . the author, certainly does not cover the same ground 
as The Crescent (supra), though the two decisions are somewhat 
analogous. In the expectation that the Employers’ Liability Bill 
would become law before the end of 1893, there has, been unusual 
delay in publishing the present edition of the annual County Court 
Practice. 





BOOKS RECEIVED, 


The Complete Annual Digest of ete J Reported Case for the Year 
1893. Being a Digest of Cases Decided by the House of Lords and 
Privy Council, the Court of Appeal, the High Court of Justice, the 
Court of Bankruptcy, the Court for Crown Cases , the 
Railway Commissioners,-the Election Petition Judges, &c. Together 
with a Copious Selection from the Irish and Scotch Reports and 
References to the American Reports. Edited by His Honour Judge 
EmpEN. Compiled by Hersert Toompson, M.A., LL.M., Barrister- 
at-Law ; assisted by W. A. Briac, M.A., LL.M., Barrister-at-Law. 
William Clowes & Sons (Limited). 

Betterment, Worsement, and Recoupment. With a Note on Better- 
ment in America, By ArTHUR A. BAUMANN, B.A., Barrister-at- 
Law. Edward Stanford. 


The Law and Practice in Bankruptcy. Comprising the Bankru 
Acts, 1883 to 1890; the Bankruptcy Rules and Forms, 1886, 1890; 
the Debtors Acts, 1869, 1878; the Bankruptcy (Discharge and sy 
Act, 1887; the Deeds of Arrangement Act, 1887; and the Rules 
Forms Thereunder. By the Hon. Sir Ronanp L., VaveHan Wit- 
LiAMs, Knt. Sixth Edition. By Epwarp WILLIAM HAnsELt, M.A., 
Barrist2r-at-Law. Stevens & Sons (Limited). ' 





CORRESPONDENCE. 
ACTION REMITTED TO COUNTY COURT—COSTS, 

[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 
Sir,—Referring to the letter from ‘‘ R.” in your last week’s issue, 
if the order under order 14 was made within three weeks of service 
of writ, the case is within section 116 of the County Courts Act, 1888, 
and the plaintiff is entitled to costs on the High Court — oa 
Feb. 19. . F. O, 





NEW ORDERS, &c. 
TIME FOR APPEALING UNDER NEW RULES. 
Notice To Soxicrrors, 
The attention of solicitors is called to the alteration made Wee 
new Rule of Court in the time allowed for appeals. No judi 
decision has yet been given on the question whether the new Rule 
affects appeals from judgments or orders from which an appeal 
have been brought before the Ist of January, 1894, and it is not con- 
sidered probable that it will be so as altogether to take 
away the right of appeal in such cases where the fourteen days or the 
three months have expired before that date. But it may possibl, 
held that, at all events, the new limit of time will begin to run fag 
the date of the Rule coming into , in which case any appeal 
from the final judgment before the Ist of January would 
t before the Ist of April, even the 
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the Royal Assent was given to the Sale of Goods Bill and 


On 
mainly concerns the ordinary juris- | the Colonial Acts (Confirmation) Bill. 





iction and practive of the county courts) the author Sa 
@ question which must, sooner or later, be judicially decided, age 4 
whether, having regard to the terms of the Trustee Act, 1893, the 


that Mr. 
county courts still retain the jurisdiction hitherto exercised by them fill the vacancy thus created. . 





It is stated that Mr. G. M. the Superintendent of the Royal 
Courts of Justice, has resigned the post after fifteen ’ service, and 
Leonard Sartoris has been appointed by the Chancellor to 




















G. Castile. 
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CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 
HODGES ». JUSTIN—No. 1, 20th February. 


Practice—Deravtt or APPEARANCE—SETTLEMENT OF Dispute BY PAYMENT— 
Icnorance or Parties as To Issuz or Writ—JvupGment ror Costs— 
Form or Jupement—R. 8. C., XIIL., 3. 

The plaintiff, having a claim against the defendant for £25, instructed 
his solicitor to write to the defendant demanding payment, and, in the 
event of payment not being made, to issue a writ of summons. On the 
3let of August, 1893, the solicitor wrote a letter of demand, to which the 
defendant replied expressing his intention of setting up a counter 
claim. On the 4th of September, at about 1 p.m., the plaintiff's solicitor 
issued the writ. At 4pm. on the same day the defendant met the 
aggre when it appeared that the plaintiff had a further claim against 

defendant for £2 17s. After the matter had been discussed between 
them, the defendant settled the dispute by paying the plaintiff £25 10s. 

Neither the plaintiff nor the defendant then 5 lee that the writ had been 

issued. The defendant was served with the writ a few days afterwards, 

when he said that the matter had been settled and that he should take no 
notice of the writ. The plaintiff's solicitor signed judgment in default of 

oo for £25 and costs. Execution was thereupon levied on the 

endant’s goods, but was withdrawn on payment by the defendant of 
the sum of £8, which comprised the costs of the action and the costs of the 
execution. The defendant then applied at chambers to have the judgment 
set aside, as having been improperly obtained. The master made an order 

— aside the judgment. This order was affirmed by Kennedy, J., but 

the Divisional Court (Mathew and Collins, JJ.) directed that the judgment 

should be allowed to stand. The defendant appealed to the Court of 

oa It was argued on his behalf that, according to ord. 13, rule 3, 

jetgment ought only to have been signed for costs; and reference was 

2 > : Teh v. Callaghan (2 C. B. N. 8. 306), and Anlaby v. Pretorius (20 
Tuer Court (Lord Esuer, M.R., and Lorzs.and Davey, L.JJ.), held 

that the defendant was entitled ex debito justitie to have the judgment set 

aside, but that the plaintiff was entitled to have that judgment entered 
which ought to have been entered originally, viz., judgment for the costs 
of issuing and serving the writ and any other costs which might have been 
ly incurred before the obtaining of the irregular judgment. The 

tiff must pay the costs of all the previous proceedings in the court 

and of this appeal, the defendant undertaking not to bring any 
action in respect of the execution under the irregular judgment.—CovunsgL, 

Colam ; Channell, Q.C., and Gregson Ellis. Soxicrtors, Stanley Evans § Co ; 


[Reported by F. G. Rucker, Barrister-at-Law. | 


HANFSTAENGL ». EMPIRE PALACE (LIM.)—No. 2, 2ist February. 


Copryrigut—Paintinc — Livine Picrurrs—25 & 26 Vicr. c. 68, ss. 1, 6, 
10, 11. 


This was an appeal from a decision of Stirling, J. The question was 
whether tableaux vivants were ‘‘ copies” or ‘‘ reproductions”’ of pictures 
within the meaning of section 1 of the Act 25 & 26 Vict. c. 68. The 
epee who was the proprietor of the copyright of certain pictures, by 

statement of claim in his writ, issued on the 12th of February, 1894, 
claimed to restrain the defendants, their servants, agents, artists, and 
workmen, from exhibiting or representing as part of their ceries ‘‘ Living 
Pictures’’ any copies or imitations of such works. There was evidence 
potted e relating to the exhibition of the ‘‘ living pictures ”’ 
contained reference to the particular works of which the plaintiff's copy- 
right was alleged to be infringed, and that the representations were exact 
reproductions as ‘ableaux vivants of them, the details being copied in the 
most complete manner by the backgrounds and accessories being painted 
on canvas, and the figures in the foreground being represented by living 
persons who were posed, made up, and attired so as to represent, as nearly 
as possible, the figures in the pictures in their original attitudes and 
draperies ; the effect was further enhanced by the various tableaux being 

ted inside a large gold frame set up in the centre of the stage, the 

rest of the stage and the auditorium being left in entire darkness, and a 
strong limelight being thrown on the pictures as they were successively 
represented. It was not denied in substance that the basis of the repre- 
sentations was, in point of fact, the pictures; but it was deposed that the 
representations were derived, not from the pictures themselves, but from 
phs of the pictures, that a separate and distinct proscenium was 

on the stage with painted canvas background, wings, and curtains, 

and various properties such as flower stande were used, and, in effect, 
that details of the tableaux, such as arrangements of colour and light 
and shade, were the defendants’ own arrangement, and were not derived 
from the pictures. Stirling, J., upon motion for an interim injunction, 
made an order on the 16th of February refusing the plaintiff’s applica- 
the defendants undertaking, until the trial or further order, to keep 

the ds, or take and keep photographs of them, and to keep an 
account of all moneys received for admission to entertainments at which 
such backgrounds were exhibited. The plaintiffs appealed. 

Tue Court (Livptey, Kay, and A. T. Surrn, L.JJ.), without calling 
upon counsel for the respondents to argue, dismissed the appeal. 

Tanptex, L.J., said the question was a very important one, and new; 
but his lordship could not help thinking the court was being asked to put 
a construction on the Act of 1862 which was never dreamed of when it was 

That was the natural conclusion to come to from a consideration 







































standing in the same position for the present p se as if, though not in 
fact being so, he were himself the author of the ated works in which the 
copyright was alleged to be infringed. It was unnecessary to elaborate in 
detail how the effect of legislation had been to put him in that position, 
but that was the effect. The Act of 1862 was one of a series of statutes 
dealing with questions of copyright. That particular Act was passed for 
the purpose of placing painters and persons of that sort in the same 
position as engravers had already been placed, and who were protected by 
a previous Act. The object of the Act of 1862 was to similarly protect 
painters and that class ; it was not intended that it should limit the scope 
of actors’ or sculptors’ businesses, which would be the effect of acceding 
to the plaintiff’s claim: it was intended to protect painters and such 
persons from having other persons reproducing their works in a form 
similar to that in which the originals had been produced. Section 1 of 
the Act said that ‘‘ the author of every original painting ers 
should have the sole and exclusive right of copying, engraving, repro- 
ducing, and multiplying such painting . . . and the design thereof 
. . + by apy means.” The court was asked to say that the pomene orp 
of the presence of the words ‘‘ by any means”’ was that the copyright of 
a painting would be infringed by its being ‘‘ reproduced’ by the means of 
an exhibition of a “‘ living picture,”” which was produced an entirely 
different means from that by which the painting was produced. The object 
of the Act was to protect a person who bras or yon preduced a picture against 
another person producing a picture founded upon his and copied from it. ; 
The language of the Act could not be strained so far as the plaintiff wanted, d 
and to include a case like the present. Sections 6 and 10 threw some light ~~ 
on the a, though they..were not themselves applicable, but his lord- 

ship did not rely so much upon them as upon the general intention of the 
Act. What the Act was intended to touch was the case of a reproduction 
which would compete in the market with the original work, but not such 

a case as the present. The appeal must therefore fail. 


Kay, L.J., was of the same opinion. The question was whether 
such a picture as these ‘living pictures’’ was a ‘‘ copying or repro- 
ducing’’ within the meaning of the Act. To reproduce a painting you 
must, in his lordship’s view, have something produced which would be 
itself a picture. “Supposing (as A. L. Smith, L.J., had suggested in argu- 
ment) the original author of-the pictures the copyright in which was 
alleged to be infrin had himself produced these tableaux, would he 
have had a copyright in the tableaux themselves? No. Tableaux such 
as these did not come within the Act at all; if they did, a person arranging 
tableaux in his own drawing-room would be guilty of infringement, for 
the question of whether what was done was for profit or not for profit did 
not enter into the Act at all. The appeal must fail. 


Situ, L.J., also concurred. It was entirely a question of construction 
of the Act. In such cases it was important always to look at the whole 
Act. It was patent that cections 6 and 11 could not include such a case as 
the present, for section 6 provided for forfeiture of the reproduction com- 
plained of, which would be here impossible, and under section 11 the things 
were to be given up, which was equally out of the question. So it came 
to an examination of section 1. How could a painting be ‘‘ copied "’ or 
‘* engraved ” or ‘‘ reproduced’ or “‘ multiplied’? Of course it must be 
by something itself in the nature of a picture. It was cleartohislordship, ~ 
in spite of the words “‘ reproduced by any means,” tbat the section was — 
never meant to include a case like the present, when, in the languageof | 
Jessel, M.R., you put a fair and honest meaning upon it.—CovnseEL, 
Graham Hastings, Q.C., Sir R. BE. Webster, Q.C., and 7. E. Serutton ; Buckley, 
Q.C., and Roger Wallace. Sorscrrons, Herbert Bentwitch ; Ashurst Morris, 
Crisp, $ Co. 

[Reported by Anrnur Lawrencr, Barrister-at-Law. | 


ROUSE v. BRADFORD BANKING CO.—No. 2, 20th February. 


PARTNERSHIP — DissoLUTION—RETIREMENT OF ONE PARTNER —BUSINESS CAR- 
RIED ON IN Fram Name py OTHER PARTNEKS—ASSIGNMENT BY OUT- 
Gomnc PARTNER OF HIS SHARE IN PAasTNERSHIP A&ssETS TO CONTINUING 
Panrnens - CovENANT BY conTINUING ParrngRs TO PAy PARTNERSHIP 
DExRTS WITH ALL CONVENIENT SPEED, AND TO INDEMNIFY BETIRING PaRt- 
NER THEREPROM— PROVISO THAT RETIRING PARTNER SHOULD NOT REQUIRE 
PAYMENT OF SAID Deprs 80 LONG AS HE SHOULD BE SO INDEMNIFIED— 
CREATION OF RELATIONSHIP OF PrincripaAL AND SuRETY BETWEEN KE- 
TIRING AND CONTINUING PARTNERS—TIME GIVEN BY OREDITOR OF OLD 
Frem To continurinc Partners—Retirinc PARTNER NOT THEREBY RELEASED 
—Impirep AUTHORITY BY RETIRING PARTNER TO CONTINUING PARTNERS TO 
TAKE Trms—NovatTion—Proor or ConDucT ON PART OF CREDITOR INCON- 
SISTENT WITH THE CONTINUANCE OF LIABILITY BY RETIRING PARTNER NECES- 
SARY FOR NovaATION. 


Appeal by the defendant company from the decision of Kekewich, J. 
Prior to December 31, 1884, the plaintiff, William Rouse, and two 

rsons carried on business in ip under the name of William 
ews & Co. The partnership expired by effluxion of time on December — 
31, 1884, and on April 17, 1885, a deed of dissolution was executed | 
between the plaintiff and his late co- , by which it was agreed that — 
the plaintiff should retire from the business, which was to be continued ~ 
by the other two former partners under the old name, and the plaintiff 
thereby assigned to the continuing all his share in the F pie 
ship assets, and they covenanted with the tiff to pay with all conve- 
nient , and to wm ay en plaintiff against, the partnership debts — 
and liabilities, this covenant being qualified by a proviso that the tiff 
should not, be entitled to require payment of any of the partnership debts 
so long as he should be in according ; 
date of this deed the plaintiff and his two former co-partners were jointly — 









passed. 
of what the Act meant. The plaintiff's claim was based upon the Act, 


and severally inde! to the defendant bank in a sum of £55,000, subse- ~ 
quently reduced to £34,269. The defendant bank was not a party to the 
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Feb. 24, 1894. 
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sei debt as wes thes existing, and te give tins Ser Say pepeent SS em wind Pim his capital but also not to them to the ties : 
yro- Coat eas De Bie pore ke og a oir badness, Tho phat was | of the old 80 long as he was not himself called upon to pay them. 
eoat pA wited aa to fala, cae ot 16th of February and the | The proviso following the covenants to pay and ain, cone a = 
ler t is a . ’ m 
— defendant bank did not therein reserve its rights against the gee against, Mu osoeeance 8 page "7 the Pr 500 ad Any other con- 
ght of The new firm went into liquidation on the 16th of mber, _ = tion of the queries would, I think, defeat the which oH oe i 
ans of the defendant bank proved against the estate of the new he — aie the proviso in this deed. ob \° 
tirely received a dividend of 10s. in the pound, but a sum of o~ = 7 aan aoe to etue that the platatift impliedly au 
ject remained due to the defendant bank in respect of the old debt. in — = ake any arrangements with the creditors of the old 
= plaintiff, at the time vous be became indebted to no Sarees pang > which might be necessary to gain time for payment of ite date, [a 
a > th of £55,000 (subsequently reduced ytd liabilit; , j 
nted , p dng the defendant bank, and at the date of the deed J - — of ‘Thee ineipal d of the old aieu the Peg wed to the bank, 4 
light the defendant bank had unquestionably a lien on these shares si _ — Pe to the plaintiff, aa well as to his co-partners, thas, 
lord- amount of such debt. The question was whether, having regard the for payment and could not be induced to give — one 
ot the nature and effect. of the deed of dissolution and to the re ge nage of Aaya objects of the plaintiff himself would be defeated. When, 
action occurring subsequently, that lien still existed. The tiff A. fore, the continuing did induce the bank to agree to give 
-_ action Saaes s ap ie gy dog a. pong bet ype t the them time for payment, Fg only doing ey the plaintiff the 
any lien by the defendant », and an thorized en the bank ve 
Se rf ee ee 
— oh ape ds—first, that there had | rights under the deed, which, it r s pat im. This a 
z you unpaid balance of the old debt, on two ua . had one y. The bank's conduct did not, 2 him, 
ld be been a novation of the debt, and that the defendant bank agre : suret, t ted to Kekewich, J., and is not alluded i: 
he debt and to discharge him ; | view of the case was not presen dhe chove vet.at toe ; 
argu- look to the new firm alone for payment of t issolution the | to in his judgment. In my opinion, however, 
: that by reason of the effect of the deed of dissolution t it is conclusive the 
a 0 pint was Constinted —— —_ 4 — _ et oe yeah ie —— Inaeed I am of opinion that the mere cgreement b ne Pr his ‘a 
such fendant bank, that the defendan n p ving t of the partnership debts - 
. . i 1889, without the plaintiff's | tiff not to require yn pret by a creditor who agreed > 
nging farther time to the new firm in February, ‘efendant co-partners would of itself prevent his discharge by a 4 
it, for consent, and without reserving the rights of the defe time. I cannot m see how, in the face of such an agree- y 
oy forthe dab, Ketewish J dected agnaat, the plantifon the pint at | mont. giving tne could dicharge hin.” ‘The expr agreement ne scary q 
for ti eht. ekewich, J., pr 
tin era da ete ee Psd ts Sigh KS at | eget t Neto bts fan esta Senge 
f Oakley v. Pasheller ° . , - ©. % he is depri o ‘ i 
ete Sencha on tent peleh, Eke Gatadans Sec-egeelil. - On onset | Seaee © ove ae ia Oriental ial Corporation v. | 
‘com- Kokewih Je but ae : — i ne en at Overend, Gurney, ¢ Co. (L. R. 7 Ch. App. a oe be Mrs enaed urged 
~ ons <ekewich, J., but on the secon n ° 
pings yy he | maton Kay, and A. L. Surrn, L.JJ.) allowed the appeal, po ¢ ape ov ve ate po this the eres then sue the ; 
ee Kay, L.J., dissenting. 5 netheen 0 excites | Gabhes. ond aieen aan on the Law Amendment Act, : 
st a Lixviey, L.J.—First, as to novation. The question wi bs 19 > Vict. c. 97, 8. 5. But it the surety were to do this before he was 3 
USE | of two or more persons has released ong of them and converted — himself . ’ pay he would, in my opinion, be acting contrary to ‘ 
dship, into his sole debtors by what is called novation is a question of intention ; _ req : in the proviso I'am considering. It may be said 
ns ae and an intention to look to them for payment,  —— that if the principal creditor to give the debtor he could “4 
er seb ik ons, ae Sen io sa te | etn ae ea aera Sa tee te 
NSEL, to th a mere matter of conveni . . But it & gross 
forrt cea on this ground, what th flity,, from Tack canes ae cota wos of ie antlion and, in trath, a breach apn op a the 
— with a continuance of his liability, m WwW a tor, if the creditor were to sue the surety motion 
to release him may be inferred. The last case on this point is Re Hea ’ the of the ind agreed to be 
(42 W. R. 55; 1893, 3 Oh. 426), but it is unnecessary to cite authorities panes te Saban. Sale peer for saying that this cannot be 
upon it. The bank had a lien on the plaintiff's shares, and those s| - mee a ren cndey in Ovientet Paamial Unrperetion v. Covad, : 
; See telnet: dees aol, Ges See See ae ¢ Co., and the judgments in Davies v. Stainbank, 6 De G. M. & &. . 
& CAR- bank should intentionally give up this security, ’ * hes decided that a surety has been : 
iff unless taken to prevent such a | at pp. 689, 696). No case yet time to the 
/ ouT- result of pee ow tt peerage: path ren cor arte ma ak . ~ om agreement by the principal aie to “os ee ag E 
INUING result. Dealing wi e new firm, here the surety 
‘ - : with not releasing the | debtor, w for the reasons I have 
- med Piaintift. “All the partners in the ‘new firm were liable to the bak for | relieve him until he was himeelt sued, and, the dissolution 
Part- plaintiff. All the partners in the new firm were lia a the law does not go that length. But, be this as it may, 
i i ve what- 
vo JB in Sesto reduce the pis lablity. "Suh pat doe not an | deed in this cve Soni clea Which wit th, provi, remore what; | 
N RE- matter of law, discharge (see Sleech’s case, 1 Mer. 539, and Harrie y. | ever dou It was nn ae before us 
; pe Farwell, 15 Beav. 31, re oy new partner had come in). No doubt there sere to pr ns in favour of the by v 
LEASED are cases in which a creditor of a firm, one member of which has retired, Ay observations, if well founded, 
; : uing partners and by proving on their | Pashelle Bui to be estab- 
ERS TO has, by dealing with the contin fntention to look to them alone, and | this caso out of the Cy e * Srappibable to the 
cca hes fosaishof evidence of am agecement to do eo. Hart ¥. dlerander | lished, in that caso, and render it inews zB 
=e 2M. & We 484) and Bilormughee, Holmes (25 W. R. 297, 5 Ob. D 255) | As to Onbieg v. Fushelir it le eudeniabia des 6 5s 00" ne cetiee aie 
; 2M. & W. — oe asen ew ners far as to decide that only on, the ; 
cases of this sort. But in both of these cases new partners 80 as 1 own. debtors is to 
ae come in, and in the let of thew Se peel See Se sees et ea an that arrangement, and to =. from 
Hinen by the creditors to the new firm. Conaidert that in the present case with them of it. This was clearly view ben of Cotes § 
oman the old debt was always kept separate and distinct, that no a ere jm dh ood, V.O , in Oukford v. Buropean Steam Shipping ‘ 
: aha became liable for it, that no new security was ever obtained =, t, - | M., at p. 190); by Lord Cairns in Oriental Corporation v. the 
“i that that there is really nothing like proof of any intention to release the plain ’ P. Go. (LR. 7 B. L. 348, at p. 360); and by « majority be 
tinued ng lyre erg pny fo inton thot the piaimtit fails’ to vablisk udges in the Irish Court of Hzchoqaer Chamber in spot A Sy a ‘ id 
one : from his co-debturs, Iam of opinion ive v. Redman (1 Q. B. D. a 
one ae thet be has been Glechenged by any aqueesnenh cagea oe Sngued Ay Gia C, 2. $00). tn Sake 9.8 Cm caine view of Onkiey v. Pushalir ae s 
=a k to look to the new firm, ° only, other judges in cases to which I have referred, a 
debts : of the old debt. x pee ee ee eee court deliberately refused to bold that creditor of several’ persons 
aintift | 1860. “Te must be taken that the bank knew of the nature of the arrange: | primarily lsble ts him as, principals was not st ony, to Geel wit Hee 
1889. It must en e that since their 
Arr ; ment come to between the plaintiff and his co-partners when he retired. cs onch, inaly Ae eee themselves that one of 
wet Further, there can be no doubt, from the terms of the resolution of the rent yey nek yy after the decision of the House 
mec 5 16th of February, 1889, and the letter of the 18th of February, 1889, that | should . , 
= the bank agreed to give the new firm time to pay the old debt yutil the 
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H. L. 348), the decision in Swire v. Redman cannot, I think, be supported 
upon the grounds on which it was mainly rested. Notwithstanding the 
reasonings of the court in Swire v. Redman, which I should adopt and 
follow if I were free to do so, I am driven to the conclusion 
that now, at all events, the law has come to be what Lord 
Cairns seid it had been decided to be, in Oakley v. Pasheller. 
Lord Cairns said (in L. R. 7 H. L. 360) that, after that case, “it is 
impossible to contend if, after a right of action accrues to a creditor 
against two or more persons, he is informed that one of them is a surety 
only, and after that he gives time to the principal debtor, the rule as to 
the discharge of the surety applies,’’ Notwithstanding Swire v, Redman, 
I find it impossible to draw any satisfactory distinction between the 
case of a debtor primarily liable and afterwards becoming in the position 
of a surety, with the knowledge of the creditor, and the case of a person 
who is a surety, and who makes himself primarily liable to a creditor, who 
does not know that his debtor is a surety, but is afterwards informed of 
that fact..-The House of Lords having decided that the rule as to the 
discharge of a surety applies to the last case, I am unable to hold that it 
does not apply to the first, and, in truth, the Lords decided that it applied 
to the second case, because, in their view, it had already been decided to 
apply to the first. But, for the reasons given in the earlier part of my judg- 
ment, the rule supposed to have been laid down in Oakley v. Pasheller, and 
which, however it originated, I take to be now law, is inapplicable to the 
present case. The terms of the dissolution deed exclude the application of 
the: rule in question. In my judgment, the bank has not discharged the 
plaintiff, and is still entitled to the lien which it claims on his shares. 


Kay, L.J.—It was argued that there was a novation of the debt, by 
which the continuing partners were accepted as the sole debtors, and the 
plaintiff, William Rouse, was released. Such a release must be by a con- 
tract with William Rouse, express or implied. There was no express 
contract to release him ; the argument is that such a contract must be 
implied from the circumstances of the case. The principal facts relied on 
to raise this implication are, that, although the bank kept a separate 
account of the old debt, they charged in that account compound interest, 
and that, as they must be taken to know that they could not make this 
charge against William Rouse after they had, by his withdrawal from the 
business, ceased to act as bankers for him, that fact shews that they treated 
the continuing partners as alone liable. Moreover, the bank dealt with 
them only in respect of the debt, and after their bankruptcy the bank 


proved against their joint estate and received a dividend of 103. in the 


pound, which, it is argued, they could not have done if they had not 
released William Rouse. But this is not a case in which any new partner, 
not originally liable for the debt, has been treated as liable; all these 
deal were with the original joint debtors, or some of them. It is 
clear that the mere treating the continuing firm as liable, and proving 
against their estate, is not necessarily inconsistent with preserving their 
right against the retired partner: Harris v. Farwell (15 Beav. 31). That 
joint estate was really the estate which the retired partner made over all 
his interest in when he retired; and upon the whole, though with some 
hesitation, I do not think there is sufficient evidence of an intention to 
release William Rouse to enable us to decide in his favour on this ground. 
But if the true result be that the bank did not intend to release William 
Rouse, I cannot help feeling great reluctance to lean to the conclusion 
that he has been released in effect by the inadvertence of giving time to 
his co-debtors, without reserving the rights of the bank against him. For 
myself, Iam bound to say that the decision in Oakley v. Pasheller, fairly 
read, seems to admit of but one meaning, that which was put upon it by 
Lord Hatherley, C.,and Lord Cairns, C.— namely, that the information to the 
creditor of a subsequent arrangement, by which his co-debtors became, as 
between themselves, in the position of principal and surety, puts him under 
the obligation not to deal with the principal debtor so as to prejudice 
the surety, just as would be the case if the debtors were originally in that 
tion ster se, and the creditor discovered it afterwards. Lindley, 
J.,-has called attention to the form of the deed of dissolution, 
and we have heard a further argument upon the question whether 
by that deed William Rouse did not empower his co-partners to 
make an arrangement for further time without his concurrence, or 
without discharging him by so doing. The creditor was not a party 
to this deed, and it cannot be read as giving to him any right against 
the surety. The deed contains a covenant by William Rouse’s former 
partners to pay the debts of the old firm as soon as they conveniently can, 
and to indemnify and keep indemnified William Rouse against them, and 
this covenant is qualified by a proviso that William Rouse should not be 
entitled to require Se aor of any of the partnership debts so long as he 
should be indemnified according to the covenant. ‘The rights of a surety 
which are taken away by an agreement not to sue the principal debtor for 
a certain time are principally these—namely, first, his right to call upon 
the creditor to compel the principal debtor to pay, for which purpose he 
— institute a suit in equity ; or, secondly, his right to pay the creditor 
then to sue the principal debtor in his name: see Mercantile Law 
Amendment Act (19 & 20 Vict. c. 97), 8.5. The proviso in question does 
seem to give up the first of these rights so long as William Rouse is in- 
demnified ‘‘ according to the covenant.’’ But, if the principal debtors do 
not pay the debt as soon as they conveniently can, they do not fulfil their 
poy if they arrange with the creditor not to pay for a certain 
time, w they could conveniently pay within that time, it seems to me 
that the provieo would not prevent the surety from using all the remedies 
in his: power. To the second right of the surety which I have 
mentioned, that of voluntarily discharging the debt and then calling 
on the principal debtor to repay the amount, the proviso does 
not in terms apply at all. It is a common form found in David- 
son’s Precedents, vol. 2, Part 1, p. 475, 2nd edition. The object 
of: this proviso is there explained to be to prevent the covenantee 





sustain: an action against the covenantor for non-payment of the 
debts, without she that he (the covenantee) had been damuified by 
the non-payment. It is not intended to deprive the surety of any other 
of his rights as between him and the creditor or as between him and the 
principal debtor. I cannot find anything else in the deed which has that 
effect. The deed follows in all ts the form given in Davidson’s 
Precedents, and if it be held that this deed authorizes the grantees to 
arrange with the creditors for time it must follow that in every case of a 
deed of dissolution in the ordinary form this must be the result. The 
doctrine that arrangements between the creditor and principal debtor 
which prejudice the surety have the effect of releasing him is founded on 
the jealous care which courts of equity and courts of law have always 
taken of a surety’s interest. The principle is Gosonany settled. Iam 
not inclined to depart from it or to question its reasonableness if authority 
permitted. Authority seems to me decisive nst this; and, on the 
whole, I think that the decision in this case should be affirmed. 

A. L. Surrn, L.J., concurred with Lindley, L J.—Cucnset, Finlay, 
Q.C., Warmington, Q.C., and Vernon R. Smith; Willis, Q.C., Renshaw, 
Q.C., and Frederic Thompson. Soxscrrors, Field, Roscoe, § Co., for Taylor, 
Jeffery, § Jessop, Bradford; Paterson, Snow, Bloram, § Kinder, for Gardiner 
$ Jeffery, Bradford. 

[Reported by M. J. Buaxe, Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


ATTORNEY-GENERAL v. PARK; BUSHELL’S CHARITY—Chitty, J., 
15th February. 


Wiuti—Cxariry—ConstrucTion—ScHEME FoR REGULATION. 


This action was to obtain a scheme for the regulation of a charity known 
as Bushell’s Rooms in the township of Goosnargh, in the county of 
Lancaster. One William Bushell of that town by his will, dated in 1735, 
in the events which happened, devised certain real estute upon trust to 
apply the rents and profits thereof in maintaining, supporting, and pro- 
viding for decayed gentlemen or gentlewomen or persons of the better rank 
of both or either sex inhabitants of the towns therein named in the said 
county, being Protestants, in a house or hospital to be made and provided 
as therein mentioned. And the testator gave his trustees divers powers 
and authorities to that end, including power to make rules for the govern- 
ment of the hospital and the persons to be placed therein, who were from 
time to time to be elected an —_ by the trustees. And there was 
a proviso excluding Papists and any person receiving or having received 
relict from the poor-rates, and for the appointment of new trustees, with 
a direction that no councillor or attorney or practiser of the law or 
Papist should ever be appointed a trustee. The testator died in 1735, and 
in 1745 a hospital was blished in accordance with the said will which 
has ever since been maintained by the trustees for the time being. The 
income of the charity had greatly increased, and there had been a large 
recent increase owing to the -in in 1889 of a building lease for 
ninety-nine years granted in 1790. It was alleged that several unqualified 
persons had been appointed inmates of the hospital, and the places named 
in the will did not supply a sufficient number of dui qualified candidates. 
There had been a local inquiry on behalf of the Charity Commissioners, 
and they had desired application for a scheme to be made to them, but no 
application had been made. It was said for the trustees that they did not 
think a scheme was necessary, but they would submit to the decision of 
the court. 

Curry, J., thought that there ought to be a scheme. ‘The circum- 
stances had altered, and the charity had outgrown the precise limits of the 
will. His lordship was asked to put a construction on the clause 
descriptive of the qualified class, but thought it inexpedient to deal with 
any question of construction until the proposal for a new scheme was 
pe him. The six trustees were elected by co-optation, which was not 
in accordance with modern views.—Covnsgi, Sir J. Rigby, 8.G., and 
Warrington; Farwell, Q.C., and Ingle Joyce. Soxictrors, Clabon ; Rowe 
cliffes, Rawle, § Co., for Paul Catterall, Preston. 


[Reported by J. F. Watery, Barrister-at-Law.} 


Re CLEMENTS, CLEMENTS v. PEARSALL—Chitty, J., 15th February 


Wiutt—Contincent Lecacy—DIrxcTIoNn TO SET APART—RIGHT TO INTER- 
MEDIATE IncomE—INFANT—MAINTENANCE. 


William Clements by his will, dated July 15, 1886, after appointing his 
wife, the plaintiff Jane Clements, the plaintiffs James Bonnor and Frede- 
rick Ullmer, and one Robert Searles tland to be executrix and execu- 
tors respectively and trustees thereof, and bequeathing certain pecuniary 
legacies, made the following bequest :—‘‘I bequeath the sum of £4,000 
Victoria £4 per Cent. Stock held by me at the date of this my will, or 
which may be held by me at my death, or the like sum out of any larger 
amount of that stock which may be held by me at my death, or | sum 
of that stock less than £4,000 in nominal value then held by me and such 
a sum of cash as with the nominal value of such stock will make £4,000, or 
in the absence of p> pase stock then held by me the sum of £4,000 cash, 
to the trustees of my will, in trust for such of my rpg ma. 
Florence Lillie Pearsall and Dora Winifred Pearsall, as shall survive me 
and attain, in my lifetime or afterwards, the age of twenty-one years, 
and if those conditions shall be fulfilled in the case of each of them, then 
in equal shares between them. And I declare that during the infancy 
of both or either of my said ters the said trustees ma 
sell the whole or any portion or portions of the said Victoria Stoc 
the title whereunto may still be contingent.” And after devising 
and bequeathing certain freehold and leasehold hereditaments and pres. 
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mises to the trustees of his said will the trusts therein mentioned, 
and making bequests to in favour of his said wife, the 
testator d and bequeathed all his real and personal not 
thereinbefore av of to the said trustees ately upon 
trust to sell form a fun by ievening 0 grease’ 41s) , after 
deduction of certain payments thereout, th referred to as the 
resid fund. And, after declaring certain trusts thereof for the bene- 


uary 
fit of his wife and daughters and their issue, as to so much 
the residuary fund and all accretions thereto as would in the 
might occur be nye go of under the foregoing trusts and 
the testator gave and bequeathed the same to his sons W. 
and A. C. ments absolutely as joint tenants. By a 
the 4th day of June, 1892, to his said will, the said testator re 
appointment of the said R. 8. Maitland as one 
executors of his said will, and My ape the plaintiff, H. M. 
trustee and executor thereof in the place of the said R. 8. 
the lst day of December, 1892, the said William Clemente 
testator left him surviving his widow, the said Jane 
sons, the said W. H. Clements and A. C. Clements, and 
and no more. The said testator was at the date of his 
of a sum of £4,000, and no more, Victoria £4 per Cent, Inscribed 
and he continued so possessed up to the date of 
Florence Lillie Pearsall and Dora Winifred Pearsall 
testator, and are now living, but are still infante, 
11 years respectively, and their father has a to the plain’ 
the income of the said sum of £4,000 Victoria Stock to him or 
apply the same for or towards their maintenance, education, or benefi 
during their tive minorities, and this was a summons to determine if 
the income d be so paid. The argument chiefly turned on the cases 
of Re Dickson (833 W. R. 511, 29 Ch. D. 331), Re Medlock (55 L. J. Ch. 738, 
34 W. R. Dig. 87), Long v. Ovenden (29 W. R. 709, 16 Ch. D. 691), and 
Guthrie v. Walrond (31 W. R. 285, 22 Ch. D. 571). 

Currry, J., said that the question was whether the 43rd section. of the 
Conveyancing Act applied. The gift was specific, and the trustees were 
to hold it on the trusts mentioned. Ita to be established not- 
withstanding a ble slip of Jessel, M.R., in Long v. Ovenden that, when 
there is a specific legacy to an infant on his attaining twenty-one, the 
intermediate income did not pass. There was here a double segregation, 
for the thing itself was re from the mass, and moreover it was 
given to trustees for the legatees upon the trusts mentioned. His lord- 
ship’s decision turned upon the principle laid down by Kay, J., in Re 
Medlock. There was no question that the money was segregated here. 
Therefore, according to Kay, J.’s decision, the intermediate income would 
belong to the cestwis que trust on their attaining twenty-one. Guthrie v. 
Walrond was not within the principle. The result was that section 43 of 
the Conveyancing Act did apply: Re Dickson.—Counse., Burleigh Muir ; 
G. J. Dunean; Hickey ; Levett, Q.C., and Underhill. Souicrrors, Morrisons, 
for Morrison § Nightingale, Redhill; Robinson ¢ Stannard. 

[Reported by J. F. Wary, Barrister-at-Law. | 


PUTTOCK v. DAINTRY—North, J., 16th February. 


Practice—Orper To Carry on Procerpincs—Trustee In BANKRUPTCY— 
Disctarwer—Banxrvrptcy Act, 1883, s. 55, sun-secrion 4—R. 8. C., 
XVIL., 6. 

This action was brought on the 17th of February, 1893; by the executors 
of H. Puttock, deceased, against C. Daintry for the performance 
of an agreement y hewn to purchase certain lands in Sussex. On the 11th 
of August, 1893, Daintry was adjudicated a bankrupt. On the 25th of 
November, 1893, the P tiffs obtained an ea parte order the 
official receiver of the Brighton district, the defendant’s trustee in . 
ruptcy, as a party to the action. On the 15th of January, 1894, the 
official receiver gave notice of motion to discharge the order of the 25th of 
November. R. 58. O., ord. 17, r. 6, requires such motion to be made within 
twelve days after the order has been obtained, but the time was ——_ 
by consent. In the meantime, on the 9th of Jan’ , 1894, the 
made an application in writing under the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, s. 55, 
requi the official receiver to decide, within twenty-eight days, whether 
he would disclaim the agreement or not. On the 6th of February the 
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official receiver obtained an order from the Bankruptcy Division of | tha, 


the High Court gi him another two months in which to 
whether he would disclaim or not. The motion now came on. It was 
contended for the official receiver that the order of the 25th of Novem- 
ber was wrongly obtained, and that he ought not to be added as a Party 
unless and until he had decided not to disclaim the agreement, for whic 
pu he had still time allowed him. 

Sou, J., said that the order of the 25th of November was rightly 
obtained. If on the 15th of January the official receiver had ‘ 
he might possibly have got rid of the order ex post facto, though his lord- 
ship was not satiefied thet even then he would have been able to do so. 
His lordship did not think that the plaintiffs were bound to wait until the 
official ver had made up his mind as to whether he would disclaim or 
not before obtaining the order. The motion must, therefore, be dis- 
missed.—Counset, Stewart Smith; Burleigh Muir. Sotrcirtors, Nash, 
Field, $ Co., for Stuckey, Son, ¢ Pope, Brighton; Morrisons, for Cotching, 
Horsham. 

[Reported by C, F. Duncan, Barrister-at-Law. } 


Re VENN AND FURZE’S CONTRACT.—Stirling, J., 15th February. 
Venpor ann Purconaser—Titie— Leasenorps—Satze sy Executor — 
Deatu or TEsTATOR MANY YBARS PREVIOUSLY. 

This was a summons under the Vendor and Purchaser Act, 1874, taken 
out on behalf of the purchasers asking for 4 that they were 
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Torquay, from the hereinafter mentioned, or in the al- 
foe Lp eryggron fro not been shewn in accordance with the 
contract. Clause 5 stated that the lease dated the 29th of A 
1852, under which the prémises were held was granted in 


Tanquera - Willaume and Landau did not and Re 
662, 35 Ch. D. 561) was eg Oy > 

Srmuime, J., eaid that, in Re Tanqueray-Willaume and Landau 
executors were purporting to eell under a charge of debts, and the testator 
had died twenty-seven years before the exercise of the er of sale. In 
that case the Court of A laid 


debts had paid, and that the 

poothone os Ere upon inquiry. The question whether the rule 
me lle Oren Sapo as eneelon ee ee at 
Re Whistler, and » Ld., that it was not necessary that it should 
be so applied. It was, however, said that that decision conflicted with the 
decision of Chatterton, V.O. ae SS en A Seen ee ee 
382 a case which was 
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Molyneue and White (13 L. R. Tr, 382, 15 L. R. Ir. 
not cited in Re Whistler, In his lordship’s dna 3 


there was clear 
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of debts, the power of sale in 1878 t well have been 
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of the 7th of May, 1878, did not on 
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uisition.—CounsgL, EZ. 0. Hewitt; Carson. Sorscrrons, 
Belfrage $ Co., for E. Ls Michell, Wellington; Wood, Bigge, ¢ Nash, for 
Kitson $ Co., Torquay. 
[Reported by W. A. G. Woops, Barrister-at-Law. | 





Winding-up Cases. 
Re WEST LONDON AND GENERAL PERMANENT BENEFIT BUILDING 
SOCIETY—Wright, J., 14th February. 
Buripine Socrery—Winpixe up—Rzpemption or Morroaces —LiBinirims 
—OConrTRI« 


or ApvANcED AND UnNapvANceD Mzemprns—Dezets or 
BUTIONS TO LossEs. 
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uidator and the loan creditors contended that all the 
members were liable to contribute in respect of all the debts of the society, 
and that the advanced members could not redeem without providing for 
this liability. The unadvanced members contended that if they were 
under any liability as contributories the applicants were under the same 
. The material rules of the society were the following :—The 
affairs of the society were to be managed by directors, managers, and 
officers (3-8). Every member was to pay an entrance fee and an annual 
sum for , printing, &c., and was liable to fines in certain events 
(9, 12, 15). Shares were on the ordinary conditions of the value of £50, 
to be subscribed for in monthly payments (15). The shares were divided 
into two classes, namely, deposit or unadvanced shares, and anticipated 
or advanced shares (Jd.). The d t shares were payable by 5s. a month, 
the value being calculated according to the tables of the society (16, 17). 
Only th vanced members shared profits. By rule 17 “‘ the trustees 
the time being may from time to time, as may be necessary for the 
f the society, borrow and take up at interest any sum or sums 
from any bankers with whom the funds of the society may be 
or from any other person or persons, and to procure such loan 
the trustees muy give their own personal security, and they shall 
indemnified out of the first funds of the society which shall be 
ne parr that the whole sum of money to be borrowed under 
shall not at any one time exceed two-thirds of the amount for 
secured by the mortgages of the society.’’ (This rule was 

1870.) By rule 31 of the first rules “‘ the trustees, directors, and 
officers of this society shall be and are hereby indemnified, and saved 
harmless out of its funds and property from and against all losses, costs, 
harges, damages, or expenses.’’ By rule 21 members could redeem “‘ on 
payment of the total amount due from him or her to the society for prin- 
cipal, interest, fines, and other payments.’’ It appeared that the society 
owed about £1,200 to ordinary creditors and about £70,000 for money 
borrowed from outside lenders, and it was estimated that after realization 
of all its assets and securities there would be a deficiency of about 
£6,000, and that therefore the assets would be more than sufficient to pay 
the comneny creditors. The forms of the mortgages are referred to in the 


Waicnt, J., delivered a written judgment, in the course of which he 
said that a member was entitled to receive a £50 share as an ‘‘ advanced 
member ’’ on undertaking to pay for it by certain monthly contributions, 
and security for such payments b7 mortgage of property. Such a 
mem) was not a mere borrower on security (Brownlie v. Russell, 8 
App. Cas. 235, 31 W. R. Dig. 28). [His lordship read and referred to 
the rules set out above, and continued:-—] It was particularly to be 
observed that rule 17 of 1870 did not in terms provide that the moneys 
were to be borrowed on the funds or assets of the society, nor was there 
any stipulation of that kind in the deposit receipts which were given to 
lenders, and which appeared to be the only records of the loan contracts, 

the books of the society. These were simple receipts for money to 

to the deposit account of the lender, with a note as to the 
requisite length of notice for withdrawal. The forms of mortgages taken 
from advanced members had not been uniform—two had been selected for 
test cases. One (Alsop’s mortgage), dated in 1877, was expressed to be 
‘for the discharge ’’ of the — sum by the mortgagor, and 
‘such sums as might become payable by him to the eaid society under or 
by virtue of these presents or the rules or byelaws of the said society, or 
in any other way,’ — ad was not to be redeemable until the principal and 
any expenses properly incurred for the mortgagor by the society and 
interest and fines ‘‘ and all other moneys which ane ee or which at any 
time hereafter may become due to the said society from the mortgagor in 
of any share or shares in the said society shall have been duly 

.”” The other mortgage (Speller’s mortgage), dated in 1891, merely 

a covenant by the mortgagor to pay his instalments, ‘‘ sub- 
ions, fines, and other sums of money payable according to the 
of the said society.” The first question was, must the ordinary 
tors look to the assets of the society as the only fund out of 
they could obtain payment, or could they, if that fund was in- 
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- sufficient, come upon the members personally? Inthe case of an un- 


incorporated industrial society, which was much more like an ordinary trad- 
ing partnership than building societies were, there seemed to be no doubt 
that the members would liable individually and without limit, 
although such liability could be enforced only by means of a judgment 
against the trustees or other persons prescribed for that purpose, and, 
sere facias, against particular members (Myers v. Rawson, 5 H. & N. 
99; Dean v. Mellard, 15 C. B. N. 8. 19). In a winding up also the 
liability would bé unlimited, but would be enforced only on terms of 
equality so far as practicable. But building societies were not in the 
nature of partnerships, and there was no express decision in the case of a 
building 8 Ea. 188) Doncaster Permanent Building Society (15 W. R. 
102, L. R. 3 Eq. 158) could be considered to be a decision. But the 
did not seem to have been discussed, because the creditors had 

been paid off, and as Wood, V.C., seemed to have thought that the 
advanced members who had not withdrawn would, under the rules, have 
been bound to contribute to the losses of the unadvanced (i.c., to pay the 
debt of the to them), it was not clear that the judgment referred to 
ordinary creditors at all. In the case of The Professional, $c., Society (19 
L. R. 6 Oh. App. 856) there was nothing to support the 
statement-in the head-note about unlimited liability. In the absence of 
decision it ld seem that on principle, the doctrine of partner- 

being inapplicable, the doctrine of ap gens ae must be applic- 

in the case of debts y incurred by the directors for 

the ordinary purposes of the society, and that if the assets (including the 
unmatured subscriptions of the unadvanced members and the unmatured 
of the advanced members) were insufficient to pay such debts, 
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all the persons who were members when such debts were incurred ought to 
be held liable for them on the gg a of common law (Murray v. Scott, 
33 W. R. 173, 9 App. Cas. 519, judgment of Lord Blackburn). He came, 
therefore, to the conclusion that, if there were no creditors-except ordinary 
creditors and the assets were insufficient, the members would be personally 
liable, and were, therefore, to be settled on the list of contributories. 
There could not be any difference for that purpose between advanced and 
unadvanced members. The liability depended, not on the terms of the 
contract of the members inter se, but on the fact of all members being 
principals and of the directors being their agents in relation to the 
necessary business of the society. The hardship was very small, and there 
seemed to be no ground of objection to registration under the Act of 1874 
for the mere purpose of ree and limitation of liability would then 
follow even as regarded liabilities previously incurred. The second question 


‘was, What were tke liabilities of the members in respect of the moneys 


borrowed under rule 17? Here again Murray v. Scott was the only 
important case. All the law lords seemed to have intimated, not 
obscurely, the opinion that if a rule giving power to borrow had to be 
construed as gi power to bind the members personally for borrowed 
money, and not as binding merely the assets of the society, it would be 
ultra vires, as turning the obligations of the members into something 
inconsistent with the purpose of such societies. Their business did not 
necessarily require borrowing at all, and it was only for necessary 
pu s of their business that any authority to bind the members 
individually could be implied, or was consistent with the nature and 
objects of such societies. A rule which should go beyond this would, 
therefore, be wltrd vires to that extent. The security of lenders, 
Lord SelJborne said, was ‘‘ necessarily the total amount of the 
contributions of members, and the creditors could have no re- 
course except inst such funds and property.”” Jt was true that 
no one of the law lords who took part in the decision of Murray 
v. Scott purported to decide this, and it was clear that the rules 
and mortgages in that case contained expressions which, more clearly than 
anything in the present case, indicated an intention to charge only the 
assets of the wees & but his lordship thought that the language used by 
all of the law lords shewed that they would have been prepared to take 
this view in cases much less distinct in definition of the funds to be 
charged than in that case. He therefore thought that the members, 
advanced or unadvanced, could not be held personally liable in respect of 
these loans beyond the amounts payable under the terms of the rules and 
tables. That was really the substantial question in the case. The third 
question, and nominally the only one, was whether the advanced members 
were entitled to redeem their mortgages without providing for the liabili- 
ties to ordinary or loan creditors in so far as such liabilities might be 
found to exist—i.ec., in this case the liability in amy of ordinary 
creditors. The decision of Chitty, J., in Re West Riding Permanent Building 
Society (88 W. R. 376, 43 Ch. D. 407) seemed to govern that point. It was 
true that in that case the rules themselves expressiy provided for contri- 
bution by the advanced members to losses. In the present case the 
mortgages by themselves did not subject the mortgagors to any liability 
beyond that to which they were subject as members under the rules and 
tables, but he thought they were bound by the terms of the mortgages 
and rule 21 taken ther, as a condition of redemption, to satisfy every 
liability to which they were subject to the society or its liquidator as 
members, whether by express peottten, made in the rules or by implica- 
tion from the fact of membership under rules of that kind. Possibly the 
obligation to provide for ordinary creditors was satisfied when it appeared 
that there were assets enough to pay them which were made in- 
sufficient only because the borrowed moneys had also to be ee But on 
the whole he thought the members could not set that up. ey authoriz d 
the borro , With the necessary consequence that the loans had to be 

id out of the assets, and to the extent to which the assts were so made 

ufficient to pay ordinary debts, the org gee to pay them was not 
satisfied by reason of the members’ own act in authorizing the borrowing. 
The fourth question was as to the order in which the claims of the several 
classes of creditors were to be met out of the assets or by the several classes 
of contributories. The costs of the winding up would be paid first out of 
the assets, and as the applications above mentioned were test cases, the 
costs on both sides ought to be treated as costs in the winding up. 
Against the remaining assets both the ordinary creditors and the loan 
creditors ought to rank pari passu—any deficiency due to ordinary creditors 
ought to be made up by contributions from all members, advanced or un- 
advanced. The advanced members were not liable to make any further 
contribution to the losses of the unadvanced, in the absence of any con- 
tract by the rules or otherwise to that effect. The advanced members 
were, therefore, entitled to redeem on payment according to the rules‘and 
tables, and of that amount which he had suggested as £5 per share, but 
the exact measure of which must be matter of inquiry if no agreement 
could be made.—Covunsz1, Grosvénor Woods,Q.C., and Warrington ; Buckley, 
Q.C., and Bramwell Davis; Haldane, Q.C., and Macnaghten; Eve. 
Soricrrors, Gr , Tad, § Grundy; Riddeli, Vaizey, §¢ Smith; Collyer, 
Bristow, § Co.; T. R. Watson. 

(Reported by V. pz 8. Fowxs, Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re BAKER TUCKER & CO.—Wright, J., 14th February. 


Company—WInDING UP—P2TITION—STANDING OVER—ORDERS NOT TO BE 
DRAWN UP AT ONCE. 


This was a creditor’s petition to wind up the above-named company. 
A debenture-holders’ action had been commenced and a receiver ap- 
pointed, and it was alleged that, the debenture-holders’ security being in- 
sufficient, there would be no assets to meet the petitioner’s debt, and it 
was suggested that the petitioney’s debt might be provided for by the 
debenture-holders, 
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Waiceut, J., said he would make no order at present. The registrars’ 
office objected to orders being made which were not to be drawn up 
until a future date. The petition would stand over for a fortnight, the com- 
pany undertaking to inform the receiver that the court was of 
that he ought not to do anything to alter the position of the parties 
the expiration of that period. The petition would come into the 
again on the 28th of February, and if it was then mentioned, a oor 
up order would be made unless the petitioner's claim had been satisfied 
in the meantime. If it were not mentioned, the order would not be 
made.—Counset, Stewart Smith; C. E. E. Jenkins ; George White. Soxtct- 
rors, Kennedy, Hughes, § Kennedy ; Ranger, Burton, § Frost ; Rowley, Page, 

Rowley. 
$ 4 [Reported by V. pz 8. Fowxe, Barrister-at-Law.] 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
LONGSTAFFE AND OTHERS v. WOODROW—2Ist February. 


County Courts Act, 1888 (51 & 52 Vier. c. 43), s. 41—Orricer or County 
Court acttnc as Souicrror my A Procespinc mv THE Count—Letrer 
BEFORE ACTION—PROHIBITION. 


Appeal from a decision of Grantham, J., at chambers, discharging an 
order, made by himself, for a prohibition to the Spalding County Court. 
The question raised was whether the of that court had acted as a 
solicitor to the plaintiff in the action in contravention of section 41 of the 
County Courts Act, 1888, which provides that ‘‘ no 3 ys treasurer, 
high bailiff or other officer of any court, shall, either by himself or his 
partner, be directly or indirectly engaged as solicitor or ageut for any 
party in any proceedings in the said court,’”’ &c. The firm of which the 
registrar was a member, arid who acted as the plaintiff's solicitors in other 
matters, on the 6th of October, 1893, wrote demanding payment of a 
certain sum under a guarantee from the defendant, a in West- 
miuster, and with the following intimation—*‘ Our clients will proceed, will 
you accept service?’’ On the 24th of January, 1894, the 
an order under section 74 of the above Act, giving leave for the action to 
be commenced in the Spalding County Court. On the tame 
day the same firm wrote informing the defendant that Mr. Atlee would 
act as the plaintiff’s solicitor, and adding “‘at the request of Mr. 
Atlee we forward P ay notice to produce and also notice to “a 
The defendant applied ex parte for a prohibition, and Grantham, J., made 


ietgtlan ot ait ate ee eo: tae 
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Proposed . Chalker, seconded Mr. Charlesworth, and 
resolved :—‘* ee. Claude Leatham be elected president for the 
current year.”’ 


secretaries for the current year.”’ 
by Mr. Obalker, seconded by Mr. Wordsworth, and resolved :— 
‘That Mr. J. Charlesworth be re-elected honorary librarian for the current 
Proposed Mr. B seconded by Mr. Gould, and resolved :—‘‘ That 
Maree AD Smith sad’. P. Maitland be elected 
it Rad 
"Th menbers of the committee were then ballotted for, and the chair- 
man declared the members 


q 


the officers of the society for their 
The business of the meeting was concluded by a 
chairman. 


The following are extracts from the report of the committee :— 


tne order, but subsequently discharged it. It was contended by 

for the defendant that the registrar had acted as solicitor in © sevioeling Members.—The number of ordinary members is now 55, and of sub- 

in his court by reason of the letters of the 6th of October and the 24th of | scribers to the library, 7. nail tis 

January written by his firm. The letter of the 6th of October was written ism.—Your committee have had under sa ho wae 

before action, but it could be charged for and recovered as part of the | Teport of the Council of the ts At capex 4 in nited 
laintiff’s conte which the registrar himself would tax, and the vabesquent | on ont this pac cl and yy assist i Seton 

etter written after action brought, and containing the notices to arises. 

and produce, clearly constituted on the part of the segietear an acting, | has been and sealed er restoring to Peay a 

directly or indirectly, as a solicitor in such yore ¢ t was argued by | Over the assets of insolvent traders companies, 

counsel for the respondent that there was no ground for saying that the | presented to the House of Commons by Colonel —— orth, + ¥ 

plaintiff could be prejudiced by the facts above mentioned, and a letter | Land transfer—This matter, after remaining = bay yf y 

written before action was not a step in the within section 41 three ears, was revived by the Lord yoy by & ——— a 

of the Act: that the letter of the 24th of f mre merely conveyed the | “‘ Bill to ey titles and “yy. transfer pe a 

information that another solicitor would act, and for convenience | The In Law Society nited ron | . 

enclosed the notices ; and that as far as regarded the taxation of the costs, | f the Provincial Law Societies, - . ee 

if there were any ground for su that the defendant would be pre- be opposi the = 80 as it provided 


judiced, the county court judge could direct that they should be taxed 
by the registrar of the — court. 

Tus Count (Marm@w and Cavs, JJ.) dismissed the appeal. The onl: 
possible ground for the prohibition was that the had acted, 
reason of the letters written by his firm, as a solicitor in the proceeeding. 
But the letter written before action Was not a step in the proceedings 
in the County Court, and no could be attached to the sub- 
sequent letter, on behalf of Mr. Atlee. At the same time it was of the 
greatest importance that litigants should regard the tribunal which dis- 
posed of their p with a Bg confidence, and therefore that 
the rules laid down by the Act should be strictly observed. The case did 
not come within section 41 of the Act, but there was some reason for the 
application and it would be dismissed without costs.—Counsst, 8. H. 
Leonard ; Horace Browne. Sonxorrons, A. A. Nowell x Collisson ¢ Pritchard. 


[Reported by J. P. Mxtxor, Barrister-at-Law. | 
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LAW SOCIETIES, 
WAKEFIELD INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 


The annual general meeting was held on the 25th of January, Mr. 
Leatuam, the vice-president, in the chair. 

The notice convening the meeting was taken as read. Mr. Townend 
read the report of the committee. The treasurer’s accounts were ted. 
Mr. Beaumont, the retiring president, being absent through illness, Mr. 
Plews read his address to the members. 

Proposed by Mr. Gould, seconded by Mr. Plews, and resolved :—‘* That 
the report of the committee and the treasurer’s accounts be accepted, and 
that the same and the president’s address be printed and circulated 
amongst the members.’’ 

Pro by the chairman, seconded ©. 
‘‘ That for the current year the treasurer 
society to the Incorporated Law Society of 


and resolved :— 
t of the funds of this 
United Kingdom the sub- 
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April a meeting of the Associated Provincial Law Societies was held in 
London, to consider the Bill, at which your society was represented by 
the ; and subsequently, on the 20th of April, a conference was 
between representatives from these societies and the Council of the 
Incorporated Law Society, at which a resolution was passed pro 
against the compulsory system of registration proposed to be introdu 
by the Bill on various specified grounds. On the 27th of April a 
utation from these societies waited on the Lord Chancellor, and 
their views upon bim, pointing out that, under the present 
system, cheapness and expedition—the main advantages claimed for the 
ro) system—are better secured than they would be if transactions 
to be carried out through the Land Registry Office. The Lord Chan- 
cellor declined to refer the Bill to a select committee, as desired by the 
deputation, vut asked to have evidence in support of what was urged by 
the deputation. Ata special meeting of your committee, held on the 2nd 
of May, a circular letter from the secretary of the Incorporated Law 
» ae for evidence of the cheapness and expedition with which 
emall ions in land are now carried out by solicitors in this district, 
and other communications on the matter, were carefully considered. The 
committee decided that it would be inexpedient to supply such informa- 
tion, which would be of no practical value, and might prove unreliable ; 
but they pointed out that, under the present system of conveyancing, the 
time occupied in completion of transactions is almost invariably governed 
by the wishes and convenience of the parties concerned, a purchaser 
requiring time to provide the purchase-money, and a ape to furnish 
the loan ; and it seldom occurs that the solicitors are unable to complete 
the legal formalities within the period fixed by the conditions. That, in 
auction sales, from four to eight weeks are allowed for completion, and in 
sales by private treaty the time is regulated by the wishes of the parties, 
and it frequently occurs that in cases of urgency such transactions are 
carried ewe a few days from receipt of instructions. Later, on 
the 18th of , the secretary of the Incorporated Law Society wrote 
asking for of cases under the Land Transfer Act, 1875, which 
were within the experience of members of the various provincial law 
societies, to which your committee replied that they believed only one 
case had ever been treated in Sheffield under the Act, and that the owner 
and solicitor concerned were both dead; and that one Sheffield firm took 
to register some property under the Act, but never concluded the 
tion. A subsequent case, quite recently concluded and carried 
through by a Sheffield firm, was a proof of the great expense and delay 
where re; tion of title under the Act obtained in any but the most 
simple cases. Most of the law societies provided the particulars as to 
cheapness and expedition asked for by the Lord Chancellor, who, however, 
made no material change in the Bill, which was read a third time in the 
House of Lords on the 4th of August. In consequence of the Bill be’ 
down for second reading in the House of Commons on the 25th of August, 
the country was divided into districts, each provincial district to be worked 
7. a provincial law ores | thus insuring that every member of the 
ouse should be approached personally by his constituents. Your com- 
mittee drew up, and sent to the twenty members of Parliament represent- 
constituencies within the district, a circular letter, setting out the 
main objections the society held with regard to the compulsory clauses, 
and requesting them to vote against the measure. The secretary also 
wrote to these members of Parliament requesting a personal interview, 
and steps were taken to approach the Sheffield Chamber of Com- 
merce on the subject, but the matter was not proceeded with, the 
second gory Me postponed to the autumn session, as the Bill was 
, and in such autumn session the Bill was dropped. One great 
objection to the system of registry is the doubt cast on securities effected 
by deposit of the certificate of title, which is not a title deed, but merely 
evidence of an entry in the register book at the time it was given out, and 
other entries may have been subsequently made therein without the certi- 
ficate being recalled. The thanks of the profession are due to the Incor- 
— and Associated Provincial Law Societies for the vigorous action 
hey took in opposing the Bill, and it may be hinted to those of our 
members who are not already members of the Incorporated Law Society, 
that this is a striking instance of the value of such an institution, and the 
combined action which it can insure. 

Miscellaneous points of practice.—The committee resolved that, on an as- 
signment of leaseholds under an open contract, where a lessor’s consent is 
needed and a fee nas to be paid for obtaining such consent, it is a condition 
precedent to such assignment that the vendor should, at his own cost, ob- 
tain such consent, or pay the fee if the purchaser obtains the same. 

On the question whether a mortgagor, selling land under the society’s 
conditions, should give any covenant or undertaking as to safe custody of 
deeds, where the mo retains the deeds and gives an acknowledg- 
ment, the committee ded that the point is not touched by the condi- 
tions of sale, but is left to be determined by the general law, and that the 
mortgagor should give a covenant in the old form instead of an under- 


The committee were of opinion that where property was advertised for 
sale by auction on a certain date, and sold privately prior to that date, 
the auctioneer was not entitled to more than £1 1s., the fee under the 

*s scale for an unsold lot, assuming that he had not performed any 
pervices in the matter which ought to be separately remunerated. 





UNITED LAW SOCIETY. 


Feb. 19—Mr. A. K. Common in the chair.—Mr. H, W. Marcus moved: 
*‘ That in the opinion of this house the House of Commons is justified in 
refusing to accept the amendments introduced by the House of Lords into— 
Aad ’ Liability Amendment Bill, (4) The Parish Councils 
.’ Mr. D. McMillan opposed, and ultimately, after Mr. Marcus had 





replied, the motion was put to the house in two parts, the first part (a) 
bang lost by four votes and the second (4) by one vote. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
Honours Examination. 

January, 1894. 


At the examination for honours of candidates for admission on the roll 
of solicitors of the Supreme Court, the examination committee recom- 
mended the following as being entitled to honorary distinction :— 


First Crass. 
[In order of Merit.] 

Ernest Henry Foster, who served his clerkship with Mr. Walter 
Foster, of Leeds. 

Artuur Srvuart Leoe, who served his clerkship with Mr. Alfred Jonas, 
of London. 

Junius Wii11am Epwin Bzarpatt, who served his clerkship with Mr. 
Theodore Lumley, of London. 

Stconp Oxass. 
[In Alphabetical Order. ] 

Allen Boothroyd, who served his clerkship with Mr: Robert Welsh, of 
Huddersfield. 

Arthur Reginald Chorley, who served his clerkship with Messrs. Nelson, 
Barr, & Nelson, of Leeds and London. 

Walter Grey Hart, who served his clerkship with Mr. Thomas Oxley 
re mee of the firm of Messrs. Bircham & Co., of London. 

ward Elvy Robb, who served his clerkship with Mr. Thomas Buss, of 

Tunbridge Wells. 

Percival Brunsdon Walmsley, who served his clerkship with Mr. Joseph 
Carless, of Hereford ; and Messrs. Marshall & Co., of London. 


Turrp Crass. 
[In Alphabetical Order. ] 

Charles Gilbart Barber, who served his clerkship with Mr. Richard 
Albert Rundle, of the firm of Messrs. Rundle & Hobrow, of London. 

Conrad Edward Dawson, who served his clerkship with Mr. Albert Ed- 
ward Masters, of Weston-super-Mare ; and Mr. John Frederick Murly, of 
Bristol; and Messrs. Vallance & Vallance, of London. 

Henry Douglas Hughes Onslow, who served his clerkship with Messrs. 
Rowcliffes, Rawle, & Co., of London. 

William Reginald Palgrave, who served his clerkship with Mr. Edward 
ae eng Simpson, of Norwich; and Messrs. Godden, Son, & Holme, of 

don 


Montague James Raymond, who served his clerkship with the late Mr. 
Frank Herbert Tanner and Mr. John Montagu George Aine Luff, both of 
Wimborne; and Messrs. Peacock & Goddard, of London. 

William Reed, who served his clerkship with Mr. Arthur Henry Lock, 
of Dorchester. 

The Council of the Incorporated Law Society have accordingly given 
class certificates and awarded the foll prizes of books :— 

To Mr. Foster—prize of the Honourable Society of Clement’s-inn— 
value 10 guineas ; and the Daniel Reardon — ue about 25 guineas. 

To Mr. Legg—prize of the Honourable Society of Clifford’s-inn—value 


10 ——— 
‘o Mr. Beardall—prize of the Honourable Society of New-inn—value 
10 guineas. 
To Mr. Reed—*‘ The John Mackrell Prize ’’—value about £12 10s. 
The council have given class certificates to the candidates in the second 
and third classes. 
Sixty-nine candidates gave notice for the examination. 





LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES. 


Law Srupents’ Denatinc Sosrry.—Feb, 20—Mr. ~~ in the 
chair.—The subject for debate was: ‘‘ That the case of Re Sheward (1893, 
3 Ch. 507) was wrongly decided.’’ The following, amongst other cases, 
were referred to during the ge ery v. Hurst (21 Ch. D. 
296), Wilkinson v. Wilkinson (3 Sw. 515), and Gorringe v. Irwell India 
pel A cn Raa igh RB ER 
te) e tive. r. A. M. the ve. e 
following members aleo spoke :—M lo ee, H. "Hoseush, A. 
Clarke, Daniell, Hair, Arnould White, N Tebbutt, P : 
Nimmo, C. Curtis, and Wilde. Mr. Watson having replied, and the 
chairman having summed up, the motion was lost by one vote. The 
subject for debate at the next mee’ of the society, on Tuesday, the 
27th of February, is, ‘‘ That, in the opinion of this society, the effect of 
trades unions upon the trade and en age d of this country has been 
disastrous, and that — restricting the ty of combinations 
——s for their object the arbitrary fixing of tions of labour is im- 
peratively called for.’’ 
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LEGAL NEWS. 


APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Montacuge Jounstons Murr egg ote barrister, has been @ ap 
a: Recorder of Sandwich, in the place of Judge Lumley Smi 
resign 

Mr. Atzurt Row.anp Civsr, barrister, has been appointed Recorder of 
Deal, in the place of Mr. Muir Mackenzie. 


Mr. F. Swrsoy, solicitor, of the firm of Shute & S 37, Bennett’s- 
hill, Birmingham, has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. 
Swinson was admitted in 1884. 


Mr. Henry Atmonp, solicitor, Manchester, has been a 
missioner for Oaths. Mr. Almond was admitted in July, 


GENERAL. 


On Tuesday in the House of Commons Mr. Barrow asked the Fig mg 
General whether he could see his way at an early 
Session to introduce legislation making the on ompalioy a 
debenture bonds issued by limited ity com vate 
assignments of book debts, whether by a limit company or @ pea 
trader, as was now done in the case of bills of sale. ee 
replied that his attention had been called to the akiak aa 
consult the Lord Chancellor upon it. 


An exciting scene, says the Dublin correspondent of the Times, occurred 
on Tuesday in one of the Courts of the on een’s Bench Division. Mr. 
Justice Holmes refused a motion in which a certain Miss Catherine 
O'Sullivan was interested. She immediately rushed into court and 
attempted to address the f) judge, who decided that she should be removed. 
She resisted violently, and had to be carried out by constables. The oe 
afterwards allowed her to come in, and stated that if she remained 
he would hear her after a little time, but she again began to pet his 
eqs oh It ultimately became necessary to remove her altogether from 
the building. 


On the 15th inst., in the House of Commons, Mr. Powell Williams asked 
the Secretary of State for the Home Department whether his attention 
had been called to the charge delivered by the Lord Chief Justice to the 
grand jury at the recent Worcester Assizes, when his lordship stated that 
he had ordered that certain prisoners who had been committed to quarter 
sessions should be tried at those assizes, observing that judges had now 
come generally to the opinion that prisoners should not be committed 
over the assizes, and mentioning that at a recent meeting of Queen’s 
Bench judges they were unanimously of opinion that the lapse of time was 
one of the special circumstances which the justices were justified in 
taking into account — the a ae At whother byte = take | Tx 
steps to acquaint magistrates throughout the m "Ri apeckal tC) 
the judges as to the meaning to be attached to the words 
reasons ’’ in section 1 of the Assizes Relief Act; and whether, in ara of 
such opinion, he would bring in a Bill to re that Act. Mr. Asquith 
said: I am in communication with the Lord ustice, and have asked 
him to favour me with an authoritative statement of the view which he 
is alleged to have expressed to the grand i ury. When I receive his 
answer I will consider whether it is possible for me to take any and 
what action upon it. 








COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rota or Reoistrars 1x ATTENDANCE ON 





Date Appeat Couast Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
. No. 2. Curry. Norra. 
Peotey, ¥ AS Re 26 Mr. Lavie . Beal Mr. Pemberton 
Tuesday ule ed Carri Pugh Ward 
28 Lavie Beal Pemberton 
Se C Pugh Ward 
an Lavie Beal Pemberten 
3 Pugh Ward 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
STIRLING. Kxexewicn. Romer. 
26 «Mr. oom Mr. Leach Mr. as 
27 ackson Godfrey 
28 Clowes Leach 
1 J Godfrey Rolt 
2 Clowes Leach 
3 J Godfrey Rolt 





BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 
BIRTH. 


Witi14Ms.—Feb. 15, at Eller Close, Beckenham, the wife of A. Clarke Williams, LL.D., 
barrister-at-law, of a son, pears, 


Baasizr.—Feb, 12, at 7, Shalston villas, herent a Henry Brasier, M.A. Trin, 
Coll. Cam., barrister-at- law, of Lincoln’s-inn, aged 76. 





” Wansina TO InTENDING Hovsz Puscmemne & Lusszgs. Pet od me 
4 shee have the pean ecmnpee ~e examined 

Sanitary Engineering & Ventilation Co. the exper fom Toe 
Westminster (Estab 1875), whe aun unnioaaee Ventilation 


Oils ke. -[Apvr.] 


Martiry, 
; 28. 


WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Fautpar, Feb. 16. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 

In 


Avrricay anp Gengrat Exriorive Co, Linrrzp—Peta Peta for presented Feb 12, 
directed to be heard on Feb 28. Hutehinson, 59, Lincoln’s inn 
ef cero = must reach the a, eee aeteaetontadeds ates 


| pe pti ne Mouraneap & Co, Linrrev—Creditors 


and to nes 
Sa ote meee a an Trtates & Cepeon, at rot a abu Seam 
"Ei iets aie petara ir eae aluiens to Williams “Ashbury 
Postace pe  Avronurio Bu arene: Ho Rae 9 nse parila of a bin o 
Aaa Sen seis St 
"Hebb retd to be bento on Feb, Batt pa & fae Go, 14, i, Bloomsbury nsw er 


moors eacutet On, bt ater than 6 rin the Feb : 
FRIENDLY SOCIETIES cet aso 
ay Sarnrs’ <— meed Bewnerir Society, All Saints’ Schoolroom, Great Nelson st 


10 
wine UTUAL FRIENDLY Society, Red Lion Inn, 
Gexerat Trapesmen’s Somery, Crown Inn, West Winiting’ Cam Cambs. Fees 10 


London Gasette.—Turspay, Feb. 20. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luarep in CaaNomRyY. 


the abovenamed ‘ater than ¢ 
<P, pemaaind. De 12, Geortet & be 


oe Soot oso 
‘Eee Trust Sranerst debi canny to 31, to 

Borriep Bees anv Porter Co, ie ot 
thelr debs oF Sere eet FiaRaee? 
ates tai Luarep (OLD get ro 


art = ay ee a partonary of het bis EA Sino Thane 
Pieird on Feb a5. Stokes & Co, 21, Great Te Helens: "Notice 0 appearing mt EY 


not later than 8 cloak in the afternoon of Feb 


the 
Tavstses, Satesieek’ 4 tenet | Luoutrep — Peta for 
Airected oe heard on Hollams & Co, poly 
oe ‘ vot “pea wach t es chovenaaal not than 


ce of appearing must 


Luorts — ent 
pam de 117, Cannon st, 


aciors for peer, "Not tie 





CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 


UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or Cram, 
London Gazette—Trxspay, Feb, 13. 
Barnes, Breeches Mowh 12 Hammond v Ham- 


Checker’ Gent ns Hill v Hill, Registrar, Man- 
Butcher March 13 Raw v Hird, Registrar, 
Lanos, Stonemason March 13 Wray v Wray, 


Hammonp, Puiir, The 
mon: J 
Hut, Dr. J. 
Hirp, eee Seaforth, or 
Wray, Wiiuiam Groner, 
Registrar, Preston Gaulter, 
London Gasette.—Fripay, Feb. 16. 


nme, Ransane, Shaw, Oldham March 16 Stafford v Berry, Registrar, Manchester 
Hanzis, Mary Evizaperu, Harrow on the Hill March 15 Smith v Harris, North, J 
Young, Mark lane 






se 


UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day ov Cram. 
London Gazette.—Touxsvay, Feb. i8. 

Atopos, Zeta W1114m, Kingston upon Hull, Licensed Victualler March 28 Adamson, 
Avcock, Samvet, Sheffield,Grocer Feb 26 Muir Wilson, Sheffield 
Au.irr, Joun, Banbury, Gent March 14 Pellatt, Banbury 
Bentiey, Wittiam, Manchester,Gent March 31 Farrar & Co, Manchester 
Buacwsury, Isape.ia, Sunnydale, Berks, Widow March 25 Tinson, Outer Temple 
Browniz, Jonx, Uxbridge March 17 Woodbridge & Sons, Uxbridge 
Carp, Sir Jaues, Queen’s Gate gar, KCB March 12 Miller & Co, Telegraph st 
Cranxe, Isapet.a, Liverpool, Widow March 19 MacKay & Cornish, Liverpool 
Coss, Writ1aM Preston, Acomb, York, Gent March 13 Holtry & Procter, York 
Dayson, Cuantes W11114M, Huddersfield, Commission Agént March 31 Johnson & 


Epaoxpsox, WritiaM Tuomas, Liverpool, Rice Miller March 6 Laces & Co, Liverpool 
Ex.1s, Joun Atwitt, Mamhead, Devon, Yeoman March 15 Tozer & Oo, Teignmouth © 
Exwes, Rosgat Henvey Mowno, Ealing, Esq March 17 Harris & Co, Halstead 
Fewroy, Hanniet, Warwick, Spinster March 24 Every, Honiton 

Forpes, Isapena, Kensington, Widow March 31 Stevens, Queen Victoria st 





Fraxptow, Juve, Southampton, Beer Retailer March 26 Mallett, Southampton 
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Hagpina, Sir Rosert Patwer, Wetherby gardens March 23 Kinsey & : Oo, Sheous- 


Haart, James Levy, Pembridge sq March12 Byrne, Surrey 


Houuway, Cuantes, Hautot sur Seine, France, Gent March 14 Edell & Gordon, 


Homer, Cuar.es Jamus, Hanley, Engineer April1 Paddock & Sons, Hanley 

Howanrp, Sauvet, Latchford, Chester, Traveller March 15 Browne, Warrington 

Inoram, Tuomas, Plymouth, Gent March 10 Rooker & Co, Plymouth 

Marruias, Mantua, Colwyn Bay, Spinster Aprili Nunn, Colwyn Bay 

Mizzs, Jacos, Wellington, New Zealand June 12 Halses & Co, Old Burlington st 

Mixer, eyo Southampton st, Camberwell, Pianoforte Maker Marchi4 Wether- 
field & Co, Gresham 


Miturmerox, Mary ng er Widow April 27 


Moor, Lorexzo, Kensington, Esq March 31 Robinson, Jermyn st 

Moss, Naruaw, Atherton, Lancs, Ironmonger March 20 Lewis Carr, Atherton 
Morr, Man1a Hannior, Southampton, Spinster March 24 Edgcombe & Co, Portsea 
Movtrtox, Horatio, Bradford, Wilts, Esq March 13 Gibbs, Bath 

Nonswatox, Extex, Leeds, Widow March 10 Milling & Compston, Leeds 
Rosenrs, Rosert, Birkenhead, Gent March 22 Owen, Liverpool | 


st 





| Viau, Any, Hackney, Widow 


Russ, " Cuanune, St John’s W 00d, Furrier March 24 Dod & Co, Berners st 
Suapwett, Taomas Mircuett, Langley, Gent March10 {Busk & Mellor, Lincoln's inn 


ee Did Birmingham, Butcher March 10 Cottrell & Son, Birmingham 
Sratuam, Amos, Coventry, Licensed Victualler March 18 Goate & Bullock, Coventry 
Srone, James, Hastings, Captain April2 Corner & Co, Hereford 

Srusss, Witu1am, Hanley April1 Paddock & Sons, Hanley 

Taytor, Emma Exizasetu, Braintree, Spinster March 24 Holmes, Braintree 

Taytor, Joun, Newcastle upon Tyne, Gent March 25 Dees & Thompson, Newcastle 


upon Tyne 
Taytor, Roseii1a, Rough Close, Stafford, Widow April1 Paddock & Sons, Hanley 


March 25 Watson, Finsbury pavement 


ddersfield 
White, Hudde Waker, Joun Burxzey, Golcar, Doctor March 12 Piercy, Huddersfield 


Romxey, Exizavern, Colton, Lancaster, Spinster June1 Jackson, Ulverston € 


BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gasette.—Fuivay, Feb. 16. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. | 
Bakxes, Wituram Henry, Tepieien, Shirtmaker Bir- 
mingham Pet Febi4 Ord Fe | 
Becxnam, Joux Tuomas, Skeldergate, York, Antique 
Dealer York Pet Jan25 Ord Feb 12 
Baicxext, James, Plaistow, Builder High Court Pet Feb | 
12 Ord Feb 12 
Browxroot, Au>s, Leeds, Furniture Broker Leeds Pet | 
Feb 13 Ord Feb 13 
Browne, Geonce Huxran.e, Plymouth, Woollen Dealer 
Pl Feb 13 Ord Feb 13 
oe | Aynr, Southwark High Court Pet Jan 23 Ord | 


Busse.., Erxest we ep South Hill, Agent High Court | 
Pet Dec 18 Ord Feb 

Burcuer, Joseru, Saffron ‘Walden, Baker Cambridge Pet | 
Febi4 Ord Feb1 

Carrer, Danizu whe Hulme, Grocer Manchester Pet 
Jan 24 Ord Feb 14 

Coss, Wiuiam, Osbaldwick, Yorks, Market Gardener 

Pet Feb 13 Ord Feb 13 
CaRRICK, Pb Lyd Tunbridge bg Grocer Tun- 
Wells Pet Feb 10 Ord Feb 1 

Cawsey, Tomas, Pontypridd, Mason Pontypridd Pet 
Feb 13 Ord Feb 13 

Ciaxtox, Georcz Tuomas, Thavies inn, Solicitor Pet Jan 

3 


2 Ord Feb1 
wares naam, Farmer Leominster Pet Jan27 Ord 


Davins, DE 5 B, Upper Norwood High Court Pet Jan 9 
Saaeeee” | Yeadon, Tailor Leeds Pet Feb 13 
Ord Feb 13 


Guorce, Joux, Gt Yarmouth, Fish Hawker Gt Yarmouth 
Goo rae 1s Vay ho Bi poe, Sh 
DWIN, ALTER Brooxe, Shop Assistant 
i Pet heia ord Peis 
Gow.xayxp, Joszru, Balham, Tervelien Wentaworth Pet 
Feb14 Ord Feb 14 
Gairrirus, Tuomas Arruvr een, 
a Tatee Gene. 
-" AMES, il, Plum ngston, Surre 
Pet Feb13 Ord Feb 13 - . 
a, anaes: Kaieeater, Mechanic Leicester Pet Jan 
e' 
Hanzaisox, Atyrnev, Adelphi High Court Pet Aug 17 
Ord Jan 12 
Hepoes, iA GrorcGe, <4 Auctione>r Newport, 
Pet Feb 12 Ord Feb 1 


Auctioneer 


| Rosson, Joseru Jonny, Destiages, 2 Tobacconist Stockton 


Tassuty Tuomas Frepericr, Dubien, Farmer North- 





Hist, Tom Barser, Gent 
Feb 14 


Hoitanp, Witwiamsox, Manchester, Cloth Merchant | 
Pet Feb 14 Ord Feb 14 
Jauzs, Tuomas Hucu, Nantgared, Draper Carmarthen 
Pet Feb 13 Ord Feb 13 
Joxes, Exocu James, ey 7 bldgs, Merchant High | 
Court Pet Feb12 Ord Feb 1 


Joxzs, A B, South Shields, Yeast Importer Newcastle on | 


Pet Jan 29 Ord Feb 1 


Jones, Ricnarp, Dolgelly, Yt cand Aberystwith Pet Feb | 
12 Ord Feb 12 | 


Feb 1 


1 
ns pGemeese, Sm 9 gee st, Tailor High Court Pet Hampson, ‘CHomas, 


ma, Epwix Fao eateoham, Gasfitter Chelten- 
ham Pet Feb 13 Ord Feb 1 

Me.snemen, Hexry, Wood st, Licensed Victualler High 
Court Feb14 Ord Feb 14 

Morpecat, Zavirz Morris, and Dayip meeeeat, | 
—, Fruit Merchants High Court Pet Jan 1 


Feb 
Narrger, Francis Grauam, Manchester, Wine Merchant 
Manchester Pe 


t Jan 24 Ord Feb 14 
Nicnoisox, Waiter Harvey, Edgware rd, Shoe Manufac- 
Pet Feb 1a Ord Yeni 


Norsuas, Taomas Jamzs, New Bond st, Upholsterer High 
Court 


Pet Jani6é Ord Feb 14 
Horsen, Seeez, © Gravesend, Hatter Rochester Pet Jan 


bs) 
Panrs, 1.5, Corn, Insurance Agent High Pp 
Nov 29 Ord Feb 7 erat: 
Siena Francis, Barrow in Furness, Iron Merchant 
Ulverston Pet Feb 13 Ord Feb 13 
Epwanp, ereapeet, Estate Agent Liverpool 


Pet Feb 14 Ord Febi 
Se Builder Cardiff Pet Feb12 Ord 


Hereford Pet Feb 1 est | 








on Tees Pet Feb13 Ord Feb 13 

Rovutiepcz, Reeivatp G, Ludgate hill High Court Pet 
Dec 29 Ord Feb 12 

Rowserry, Jouy, A illy, Cattle Dealer Carmarthen 
Pet Feb 12 Ord Feb 12 

Rowett, Cuartes Micuart Fisner, Leicester Baker 
Leicester Pet Feb 12 Ord Feb 12 

Seencer, Lovisa, Burton on Trent, Licensed Victualler 

Derby Pet Feb 13 Ord Feb 13 
one , Shepton Mallet, Carter Wells Pet Feb 

Feb 12 


— 


mpton Pet Feb12 Ord Fe 
Wis son, Ernest Husert, Abchurch lane, Insurance Broker 
High Court Pet Jan17 Ord Feb ae 
Witsoy, Witiiam Gorpoy, aeen, Traveller 
Birmingham Pet Feb 14 eb 1 
| Woes = Donap Grsson, Derby me ‘Pet Feb 12 Ord 
'e 
Wonsxor, , Fa Derby, Traveller Derby Pet Feb 13 
Youncmay, Wituram Wesster, Stoke Newington rd, 
Butcher Edmonton Ord Feb 12 


The following amended notice is substituted for 1 that pub- 
lished in the London Gazette of Feb 13: 


Squire, Jonny, Birmingham, Baker Birmingham Pet Jan 
25 Ord Feb 9 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


A.tiay, Georoz, Daten, Battier Feb 23 at3 Off Rec, 
25, "John st, Sunderlan: 

ALLsoppP, aa "Hint, Worksop, Timber Merchant Feb 26 
at 3 Off Ree, sens tame oy Sheffield 

Baitey, Cnsmar Miao Feb 23 at 3 
Ogden’ s chmbrs, Bridge st, Manchoste 

BEAvuMONT, Pian Figtres ny 7 aa Feb 26 at 

Off Rec heftield 


3.30 

ei Joustuowas, You, cog: ol Dealer Feb 27 
at 12.30 28 ~~ w. 

Bratz, Sir Seymour I, Duke st Feb 27 at 2.30 Bank- 
ruptcy bldgs, Carey’ st 

BricuTmay, Ricuarp Isaac, Bristol, Boot Manufacturer 
ot 28 at 1230 Off Ree, Bank chmbrs, Corn st, Bris- 


Cone, Was, Osbaldwick, Market Gardener Feb 26 at 
Off Rec, 28, Stonegate, Yor! 
Cian aL, Dover Feb 23 at 11 Off Rec, 73, Castle st, 
Canterbury 
Ciark, Georcr, Gt Grimsby, Butcher Feb 24 at1l Off 
Ree, 15, Osborne st, Gt Grimsby 
AO and Wi LLIAM Baruurst, yp Mm may 
em en 26 at 12 3 
Vv st, St Albans aaa 
Davis, Hexxy Epwarp, Southampton bi 


CroMack, 
H 





Victualler Feb 23 at 2.30 ey Sar, Cary st st 
| Frost, Exian, London 
ati Annesley, vouiena st, Br Albens 
Gray, Epwix, , Carpenter Feb 5 at 11.20 of | 
Rec, 17, Hertford 
| Guezs, Dye Andover, Ji er Feb 24 at 11.30 of | 
Hatt, Henny, Kingston Hull, Bank Clerk Feb 24 at 
Ree, Trini House lane, Hull 
esmere, Farmer Feb 27 at 12. 15 | 
Bridgewater 


Hotel, 
Havyuurst, re Preston, Hotel Keeper Feb 23 at 3 | 
Off 4, Chapel st, Preston 
Hex, Soonen Perse, p omy at, Gentleman Feb 23 at 
12 Bankru; bidgs, 
Ixcram, Harry, Winslow, Milkeeller Feb 26 at 12 1 Bt | 
Aldate’s, Oxford 
Invine, Eowarp Lawsoy, Carlisle, Manure Merchant Feb 
23at12 12, Lonsdale st, 
Ja smmat, © Joseru, Wellesbourne, Farmer Feb 23 at 12 | 
Ree, 17, Hertford st, Coventry 
| Jones, Exocn James 
Torte Jans Hoste Bead 
ones, Joun Ropegt, 
K roves Ww Ftc a Barnstaple, Gent Feb 
ELLAND, WILLIAM Henry eb 24 at 11 
Off , 58, Hammet ¢ 
Mac Greaor, ALEXANDER 
Lieut Col Feb 26 at 2 


ter, 





Maver, Jous, Kilburn, 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 


square bldgs, Merchant | 
, Boot Dealer | 


sat Pea Bankruptcy bldgs, 


Carey st 

Manrsuaty, Geonce Henny, Normanton, Coal Miner Feb 
23 at 1i Off Rec, Bond ter, Wakefield 

Merchant Feb 26 at 12 


| Waxis, Wiiu1am, Brighton, Gentleman March 15 Topham, Brighton 

| Went, Many Jaz, Great Malvern March 10 Ward, West Bromwich 

| Warre, Wit11aM, Southport, Minister March 2) Mayhew & Co, Southport 

Wit.ovensy, Joszrn, Sheffield, Butcher Feb26 Wilson, Sheffield 

Winter, Szexzca Wi111am, Cockington, Devon, Clerk in Holy Orders Marchi! Beale & 
Co, Birmingham 


Meeps, Ayitz, Anerley, Draper March 8 at 10.30 Off Rec, 
4, Pavilion bl i 

Mrrcue.1, Jonas, Oil Merchant Feb 26 at 11 Off 
Rec, 22, Park row, 

Morpxcal, Zaure Morris, and Davip Soumnats, Spital- 
fields, Fruit Merchants Feb 26 at 2.30 Bankruptcy 
bl Carey st 

enry, Gravesend, Hatter March 5 at 11.30 Off 


wr, Grocer Feb 26 at 3 Off 


Norren, 


’ 
ReyNat_t, EvizaBertH, 


yr 
Rocers Broruers, Pimlico ongers Feb 28 at 12 
noe, Se Schoolmaster Feb 23 at 10.80 16, 


st, Bolton 
Suetty, Jonn Frepericx, Mincing lane, Tea Broker Feb 
23 at 11 Bankruptey bl st 
Snvesneee, Leena, S ley, Fruiterer Feb 26 at 11 
Off Ree, 31, Bradford 
Samira, Recinap, Sinclair 1 rd, Mercantile Clerk Feb 23 at 
30 bldgs, Carey st 


2. 
Spiers, Saree Be ee Grocer Feb 26 at 2.30 Of 
Sroxes, | henay ~ ee orthampton, Engineer Feb 
4 at 12.30 Coun Court, Northam 
1LL1AM, Fenny Stratford, Builder 
Northam: 


Geman Henry 

Feb 24 at 1.15 Coun pton 

Warerworts, Witt1am, Newton Common, Builder Mar 
16 at 11.15 Court house, Upper Bank st, Warrington 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Baner, Jouy, and Tuomas Fairsanx Hoposox, Darling- 
we Stockton on Tees Pet Nov 4 Ord 
eb 12 
Brown, Rosert Frepenick, Sheffield, Provision Merchant 
Sheffield Pet Dec 26 Ord Feb 13 
Seomeains Amos, Leeds, Furniture Broker Leeds Pet 
Pet Feb 13 Ord Feb 13 


BrownineG, Georce St amet, Woollen Dealer 


ymouth Pet Feb12 Ord F 
Burcuer, Josgpn, Saffron Walden, Baker Cambridge Pet 
Bob 14 Ord Feb 14 


Cane, Witssa a baldwick, Market Gardener York Pet 


13 
cawser, “Tuomas, peswnee, Mason Pontypridd Pet 
3 el 
Coprixeron, Ricmarp Percy Jouy, Hounslow, Captain 
Brentford Pet Dec 20 Ord Feb 10 
Cooxe, Water, Wimbledon, Grocer Kingston, Surrey 
Pet Jan9 Ord Feb 12 
De ne Regent’spk High Court Pet Dec 21 Ord 
14 
Dinnace, Watrer Ex.is, Littlehampton, Hairdresser 
Brighton Pet Feb 10 Ord Feb 13 
Tangoess, Marx, Yeadon, Tailor Leeds Pet Feb13 Ord 
13 


| Fo Lyonp, WitLiam James, Stourbridge, Licensed Victualler 
Stour! Pet Jan 22 Ord Jan 24 

Georce, Jonn, Gt Yarmouth, Fish Hawker Gt Yarmouth 
Pet Feb 13 Ord Feb 13 

GowLiayp, Josern, — Traveller Wandsworth 


Pet Feb 14 Ord Feb 14 
| Guiveix James Tueopore, 
+h Court 





Ham; a, out of business 
Pet Dec 14 Ord 
| GaivvirHs, Taomas Arruur, ; Auctioneer 
Shrewsbury Pet Feb 13 Ord Feb 13 
| Hapwix, Hanry, Jauxs Henry hn and Eayesr 
WILiiau ‘Aurex, Huddersfi Tim Merchants 
# Hu :: Pet Jan 25 Ord Feb 12 : 
<—— ames, Sunninghill, Berks, Plumber Kingston, 
Pet Feb 12 Ord Feb 13 y 
. auoe Spans Seeeee Antianese Newport, 


an 

| Mon Pet Feb 12 
| Houtaxp a by ag Cloth Merchant 
Banbury Pet Fcb 


ester, 
| Manchester Pet Feb 14 Ord Feb 14 
| Ivenam, Harry, Winslow, Milkseller 
2 Ord Feb 18 
| Irvine, Eowarp Eawens, Carlisle, Seed Merchant Car- 
lisle Pet Feb mag ‘Feb 12 
, Carmarthen, Draper 


| James, THOMAS dh i 
Pet Feb 13 “Ord Feb 13 iad p 
Pet Feb 12 x, Fob 12 2 
Jonzs, “ry Doilgelly, F Al 
12 Ord Febs 


Feb 13 Ord Feb 13 
Manrts,_ SAMUEL Pussy, Yatton, Boot Maker Bristol — 


Jonzs, Evoca Jam 
Court 
) ‘eb Ss Ord Feb 


Pet Feb — 
Marti, Eowis Geonce, Cheltenham, Gasfitter Chelten= — 
ham Pet 


a 


ee ee ee ee ee ee ee eee 


oe 


RMeerrernwpy 









weastle 


ley 


Beale & 


If Rec, 
11 Off 


Spital- 
kruptcy 


30 Off 
ut 3 Off 
3 at 12 
30 16, 
x Feb 
26 at 11 
b 23 at 
30 Off 
x Feb 
Builder 


' Mar 
ngton 


arling- 
t Ord 


srchant 
is Pet 
Dealer 
ge Pet 
k Pet 
d Pet 
Captain 
Surrey 
21 Ord 
dresser 
13 Ord 
stualler 
rmouth 
sworth 
usiIness 
tioneer 


ERNesT 
rchants 


ogston, 
:w port, 
srchant 
Pet Feb 
Car- 
Draper 
erchant 
Pet Feb 
helten« 
Bristol 
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Mayen, Jous, Habe, Provision Merchant High Court 


Nicuotsox, Waursr Harvey, Edgware rd, Boot Manufac- 
turer High Court Pet Feb 14 Ord Feb 14 

Norton, Henry, Gravesend, Hatter Rochester Pet Jan 
20 Ord Feb 12 

Mixes, Sanvet, Burton on Trent, Innkeeper High Court 


Dec5 Ord Feb 14 

Pors, Freperic, London st Sugeey Promoter High 
Court Pet Sept4 Ord Feb 

Rarssy, Lypra Jane, Southport, ‘nage Liverpool Pet 
Fe b7 Ord Feb 13 

“<-> Joun, Cardiff, Builder Cardiff Pet Feb 12 Ord 


el 

Rossow, Joszrn Jou, Darlington, Tobacconist Stockton 
on Tees Feb 12 Ord Feb 13 

Roerrs, Wriuiam Epwarp Samuvet, St George, Commis- 
sion t Bristol Pet Jan 30 Ord Feb 13 

Roweit, Cuartes Micnart  ngey Leicester, Baker 

Lei Pet Feb 12 Ord Feb 1 

Spencer, Louisa, Burton on Trent, ~~ Victualler 
Derby Pet Feb 12 Ord Feb 13 

znry, Shepton Mallet, Carter Wells Pet Feb 

Ord Feb 12 

Sraxivorp, Hewry’ Witt1am, Fenny Stratford, Builder 
Northampton Pet Jan 20 Ord Feb 10 

Srevens, Davip, Tebworth, Beds, Timber Merchant Luton 
Pet Feb8 Ord Feb 12 

Tassett, Tuomas Frepericx, Rushden, Farmer WNorth- 
ampton Pet Feb 12 Ord Feb 12 

Vovte, Jauzs, Haverfordwest, Tailor Pembroke Dock 
Pet Feb3 Ord Feb 12 

Wager. een noe : —— mon, Builder 

—g + an_19 el 
va muLiaM Cuartes Cawpett, Land Livery 
table K Keeper Eastbourne Pet Jan 25 Feb 14 

Wasa, Sotomoy, Heneage st, Clothier High 
Pet Janil Pet Feb9 

ween ® Dowap Grssox, tDerby Derby Pet Feb10 Ord 

e 


Sracey, 
12 
London Gazette—Turspay, Feb. 20. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Feb1 Ord Feb 14 
Asutox, Ricnarp, Wigan, Painter Wigan Pet Feb 16 
Ord Feb 16 
water Pet Ord Feb 1 
Bearey, Cuartes Wituam, Gt Ori , Smack Owner 
Gt Grims 
Beco, Georex, Hexton, Herts, Farmer Luton Pet Feb 
17 Ord Feb 17 
Bees, ee ae, Ventnor, Baker Newport Pet 
Cuapwick, Ed “Stretford Salford Pet Feb17 Ord 
CLemest, Tuomas, Swansea, Cabinet Maker Swansea 
Pet Feb 15 Ord Feb 15 
Keeper Exeter Pet Feb12 Ord 
Coomes, Jonn, Oxford, Restaurant Keeper Oxford Pet 
Cox, Wy we Leeds, Grocer Leeds Pet Feb 15 Ord 
seamen ¥, sean. Dewsbury, Mason Dewsbury P.t Feb 
Cusxer, py te a Vixcext, Liv 
Liverpool Pet Feb17 Ord Fe 
Sadie Tailor High Court 
Feb 15 Ord Feb 15 
a t, Bourne, Lincs, Plumber Peterborough 
Emery, Wittiam James, Southsea, Auctioneer Portsmouth 
Pet Feb 13 Ord Feb 13 
Feb 16 Ord Feb 16 
Permcvseanes, WS Brighton Brighton Pet Jan31 Ord 
Feb 14 Ord Feb 
Faaser, Witiiam, Merthyr Tydfil Merthyr Tydfil Pet Feb 
Ha.iert, Aupert Atexayvnen, Bridgwater, Pianofurte 
t Pet Feb 16 Ord Feb'16 
Engraver Leeds 
Hazeu a. Bens amin, Son Essex, Schoolmaster 
Colchester Pet Feb 19 mt Feb 17 
Pet Feb 16 Ord Feb 16 
Hu —enee , a, ‘Cabinet Maker Leeds Pet Feb 
Hu amamis ees Jauzs, Birmingham, Baker Bir- 
ham PetFeb15 Ord Feb 15 
Dari: . Farmer Stockton 
on Tees Pet Febi4 Ord Feb 14 
Jonzs, AnTHuuR Freperick, 
Pet Jan 5 Ord Feb 16 
Kietoy, Wituram, ar, Saw Mill Owner High Court 
Lancrorp, Atpert Liowen Wartsox, Cam! 
bridge Pet Feb 17 Ord Feb 17 
Pet Feb 14 Ord Feb 14 
Lock woop, J aa, — Lines, Farmer Sheffield Pet 
Lone, WALTER ow, * Leoro.p, Bradford, Wilts, Stone 
Merchant Bath Pet Feb15 Ord Feb 15 
6 Ord Feb 16 
Merz, Marrna, ley, Grocer Burton on Trent 
Mircux.1, Steruzx, Leeds, Leeds Pet Feb 15 
Ord Feb 


Morris, Jos 


Owns aa Paboie On Fie ep 8 


beer 5 Claverdon, Farmer Warwick Pet Feb 16 


Fesseh, ‘Pienaad Lewis, Ferndale, Glam, Coalminer 
Pet Feb 15 Ord Feb 15 
Bradford, Builder Bra‘ford 
Pet 14 Ord Feb 14 


Kanu Avexanper, Cambérwell, Club Caterer 
“Pet Feb 16. Ord eg 16 

bes | pecan Pet Feb 14 Ord 

Genrp x, Ropert, Leeds, Builder Leeds Pet Jan i4 Ord 
‘an 

Taomusox, Jouy, Birkdale, Straw Déaler Liverpiol Pet 

me... TR ity rig tes Licensed Victualler High 
A 

Court Pet Feb 15 Ond F a 


Feb 15 
Wax: wae Josnua, Cossington, Gent Leicester 
# Feb 1 Ord Feb 15. 


Wa wer, James sxe , Yorks, Miner North- 
allerton pple b16 Gt Fob is 
Warts, Witu Hotel Keeper Canterbury 


Tae Fe ih ed Foote ~ 
Wruttaus & Co Haney, Madea High Court Pet 

Jan 24 Ord Fe 
pout nots, Farmer Bedford 


Weer. ‘Gronce 
Pet Feb 
FIRST MEETINGS. 
Asntox, Ricuarp, wae, Painter Feb 27 at 10 Court 


Bayxs, Gronce, lord, poo F Feb 27 at 3 Off Rec, 
le chmbrs, Temple avenue 

BLakg, Waursn, Clapham, Ki Feb 28 at 
12.30 24, Railway approach, 


>» WittiaM Res ag Ventnor, Baker Feb 28 atil 
19, Quay st, N 


Bowen, JAMES Seaae, *Binpon Hull, Pout 
Dealer Feb 28 at 11 O Ree, “Ponity Hime lane, | 


Hull 
Bracarr, Henay Joux, Boscombe, Builder Feb 27 at 1 
Off Rec, Salis! 


Browxroot, Amos, Leeds, Furniture Broker Feb 28 at 11 
Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 
in Georce Huxtastr, why eBay Woollen Dealer 
28 


att1 10, A afnnuta 
Burcorse, e, Anse, Be rd, Collar ufacturer Feb 
27 at 1 


ae adi, Penrhiwoeiber, Tong “Fravaler Mar 1 at 
Off Ree, 65, st, Merthyr 


ony Walden. -y Mar 2.at 12 
Cc Eo F Tone Boardi h 
‘OLLINGS, WARD FRANCIS uay, ng house 

vy Beh Sr at li the Cale, Exeter 


Coox, Rosert Tomtinson Bighew, Cotton ag oo oad 
Feb 27 at 3.30 Off Rec, Ogden's chmbrs, Bridge st 


Davisox, Witt1am Newros, and Rosenr Georor Davi- 
son, Feb 28 at_3 Of Ree, 8, 
Albert rd, diesborough 


Ensor, WiLu1AM, Senin, | Furniture Dealer Mar 1 at 
11 23, Colmore row, gham 
Guar, Tuomas Anrave, Dorrington, Auctioneer Feb 
ll 


0 
Haut, hig yr Mechanic Feb 28 at 12.30 Off 


Hepoess, Jamns GEO ve Pontypool, Auctioneer Feb 28 at 
12 Off Rec, Gloucester Bank chmbrs, Newport, Mon 


Hurworrn, James, Leeds, Cabinet Maker Feb 28 at 12 
22, Parkrow, Leeds 
Jones, Davin ee Glam, Collier Mariat3 Of 
Krex, Arraur Gt Nottingham, Tailor Fvb 27 at 12 
Off Rec, St Peter’s Chareh walk, Nottingham 
Kirroyx, Witt1am, Poplar, ae 4 Mill Owner Feb 27 at 2 30 


Loxo, Wattrer Epwarp Leoro.p, Bradford, Wilts, Stone 
Merchant Feb 28st 1.15 Off Ree, Bank chmbrs, Corn 


Lrogis rm, Rowen, Bong, Bank gy Hasta March 5 at 12 
ee On yaad A yes 4 23 at 12 Bank- 
poe a Cheltenham, Gasfitter March 1 


a 


eonags ltenham 

Ry ay, Wood st, Licensed Victualler Feb 

27 at 11 bldgs, Carey st 

Moss, Dennis WILLIAM, Cabinet Maker Feb 28 at 
83 Off Rec, Bank 


Newmay, Atyrep Wauter, mouth Feb 27 at 12.30 
Nicnoisox, Warren Harvey, Edgware Boot Manu- 
facturer Feb 28 at2.30 Bankruptcy bl Carey st 
Noruay, Tuomas James, New Bond st, Upholsterer March 
lat2.30 Bankruptcy ag | st 
Pairs, H J, poems gins Feb 28 at 11 Bankruptcy 
Rawttaon, Roce, Barrow in tees Myr gs Merchant 
Feb 27 at 12 Off Rec, 16, Corn st, Barrow in 
ei, Colm Heyay, Birmingham, Butcher Feb 28 at 11 
Ros = 2 row Estate Agent March 2 at 2 
"Of Hee, 35, if 


35, Vietoria Liverpool 
Ropwry, Cuarces aan, Waterloo rl Mar 1 at 12 


mG andy 
Of Heo. 5, 


Maatix, 
at4 





12.30 Young & Sons, Bank bldgs, Hasti 
Rowserry, rw. Taiicy = Dealer” Feb 27 at 11 
Rows.t, 


Feb'27 at 12.30 1, Berridge st, Leicester 


wa aan ae mang Feb 28 at 


Baunpens, Epwiy, 


Town, Baker March 2 at 2.20 





Apams, Jonx, Clacton on Sea, Outfitter Colchester Pet 
Baverr, Wau Bone, Bs man Plumber Bridg- 
iby Pet Feb16 Ord Feb 16 
Besant, Ausert, Portsea, Solicitor Portsmouth Pet Fb 
14 Ord Feb 14 
Feb 17 
Cotuixes, Epwarp Francis, Torquay yee house 
Feb 17 Ord Feb 17 
14 
7 Mercantile Clerk 
Dicks, Leoroip, Southwark, 
b17 Ord Feb 17 
Firtu, Fraepeeick Joux, Sheffield, Painter Sheffield Pet 
Poverays, Epwanrp, Jasde, Yorks, Lithographer Leeds 
16 Ord Feb 16 
Bridgwater 
Hammonp, Atraep, Leeds, Pet Feb 16 
Ord Feb 16 
Howe.., Gairrirn, Kenfig wn, Glam, Builder Cardiff 
Ord Feb 14 
ming 
Jounsox, Micuart Ratrsz, 
Margate, retired Col Canter- 
Pet Feb 16 Ord Feb 16 
bridge, Fish- 
Sanven, Pema Harrow Weald, Builder Bt Alban’s 
Feb3 Ord Feb 
MacLxop, Joun Rosert, Oxford st, Publican High Court 
Pet Feb 
ureh 
Pet Feb 17 Ord Feb 17 
Newnham, Coal Dealer Winchester Pet 
Feb 16 


Feb 16 


Bankruptcy bidgs, 


Water, yt fm Josnva, Gent aca ae 
a 12.30 ings ro ty 9 
ALL, Joseru, Bexhill, Builder 27 at 12.30 Om Rev, 
24, Railway app, London Bridge 


ADJUDICATIONS. ; 


Avex, Davin, Leicester, Boot Manufacturer Leicester 
Pet Jan 2 Ord Feb 15 
Asnros, Rucuane,-Wigns, Painter Wigan Pet Feb @ 
Bavorr, Witt Bear, Bridgwater, Plumber Bridg- 
wee Bet Heb it Ox Lt gg tached —" 
Edmonton Pet Feb 


Beatey, Cuaries pes Gt Grimsby, Smack Owner 
Gt Pet Feb 16 Ord Feb 16 

ane, Main Tviee Luton Pet Feb 

Besaxt, Apert. Solicitor Portsmouth Pet 
mT ode 

nies * Wirtiae Baxter, Ventnor, Baker Ryde Pet Feb 


neon Atrrep Covrtanp, Treharris, Licensed 
tualler” Merthyr Tydfil Pet Feb6 Ord Feb 14 


Merchants Bradford Pet Jan 29 
Baroeun James, Plaistow, Ballder ‘High Court Pet 
: Bricre’ 
Feb 12 Ord Feb15 
mes Ty Wane, Covent Garden High Court 
ant a game, Hulme, Grocer, Manchester Pet 
Canaiox, Gsoror Trouas, Tunbr Wells, Grocer Tun- 


Wells Pet Febi10 Ord Feb 14 
Cotuines, Eowarp Francis, 5 
Keeper Exeter Pet Feb 12 ‘eb 14 
Coo! Jouy, iui weenie soled Oxford Pet 
Bob it 6 Gnd Feb ii 
Leeds, Grocer Leeds: Pet Feb 15 | Ord 
Crossiry, Joseru, Dewsbury, Mason Dewsbury Pet Feb 
Cu z Ord Feb 14 pt ', Clerk 
oseru Vincent, Liverpoo!, ” Liverpool 
“Pet'Feb 17 Ord Feb 17 : 
Dicks, Leopotp, Southwark, Merchant Tailor High Court 
Pet Feb 15 Ord Feb 15 
Resems, Sonos, Pe >; 7m Plumber Peterborough 
Fiera, ecient Shethield, Paiuter Sheffield Pet 
Feb 15 Ord Feb 16 
Fouytatx, Eowanp, Leeds, Lithographer Leeds Pet Feb 
14 Ord Feb 14 


Feaser, Wituiam, Merthyr Tydfil Merthyr Tydfil Pet 
Feb 16 Ord Feb 16 ils . 
Haurertr, Atsert Atexanver, Bridgwater, 
Pet Feb 16 Ord Feb 16 
Hanseme, Sarees, Leste, Engraver Leeds Pet Feb 16 
Haze, Tuomas Bexsamix, Stanway, Schoolmaster Col- 
ane on. Pet Feb 15 Ord Feb 17 
Toon, ee rey Dorchester Pet 
Hownne G gure i ony Hiil, Glam, Builder Cardiff 
a, ewe Leeds: Pet Feb 


ag i Ord Feb i Hat Merchant High Court 
Pet Jan it Ord ~y 


J 

omen Tees sna Tee ik sDaslneton, Parmer theseisniss 

Kingox, Wi Saw Mill Owner: “High Court 

L ge re Ww Cam! Fish- 
» wet Warsox ' 

ANnonger Cambridge Pet Feb 17, Ord Feb 


monger 

Lock Janus, Epworth, Farmer Sheffield Pet Feb 3 

Ord Feb 16 sh 

Loxe, Warren Eowanv Leoroup, Bradford, Wiltshire, 
Stone Merchant Pet Feb 15 Ord Feb 15 





W. »! 
nets | ee and Davip Morp: 
a CAI, 
cetyl Maaedants “High Court Pet Jan'te” Oc 


Feb 15 
Menges, Josue, Fes Feveian, Con Daphee Winchester Pet 
ewan, Angann Wane, Bouroemosth Poole Pet Jan 
Rare em Mote 
Bootmaker Canterbury Pet Jan 
Pets Ore rete si Denia Reading Pet Dee 2i 


Pune, dows, Caverdo, Farmer Warwick Pet Feb 15 


Pegi RSs Tos Sm Oo Mn 


w 
“ 


“| 





Lig te Bailder . Bradford 
Pe Reb 11 Onl Feb it 


Bravsury, Jamues Apert, and Arravun Brapsvry,, 
Fruit 


Boarding house 
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Rosgars, Eowanp, Liverpool, Estate Agent Liverpool 
Pet Feb 14 Ord Feb 16 
Rucqes, Gosnes, Tunbridge Wells, Builder Tunbridge 
Wel Pet Nov13 Ord Feb 14 
Gute, Bove, Be <7 Stuff Merchant Bradford Pet 
13 Ord Feb 


Tayior, Grorcz, Tule Hill, Oilman High Court Pet 
Jan 29 Ord Feb 1 


er ee, Birkdale, Straw Dealer Liverpool Pet 

Fe 

Tunyxuan, Pg lt street rd, Licensed Victualler 
High Court Pet Feb 15 Ord Feb 15 

James Hanxer, Reeth, Yorks, Miner North- 

w 2 “re 15 = Web 15, . aie 

aters, Henry Cuarues, wi ill, Grocer Bris 

Pet Feb7 Ord Feb 17 


‘Wurrz, Epwix Jony, Gray’s inn rd High Court Pet Nov 
14 Ord Feb 15 

Witrarp, eal Graxtnam, St Leonards on Sea 

Wooo, Astnun, Blackpoal, Chethior “ai Pet A 
oop, HUR, 5 ier oucester Pet Au 
8 Ord Feb 16 st . 

‘Woopwanrp, Grorar, Northill, Beds, Market Gardener 
Bedford Pet Feb 17 Ord Feb 17 


Wate 


SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 


Feb. 28.—Meesrs. Eowix Fox & Bovsrizip, at the Mart 
E.C., at 2 o'clock, Freehold Ground-rent and Freehold 
Block of Buildings (see advertisement, Feb. 3, p. 4). 

March 1,—Messrs. H. E. Foster & Caamvrein, at the Mart, 
E.C. o’clock, Rev Life I , Life Policies, 
and Bhares (see advertisement, this week, Dp. 8). 

March 2.—Mesers. Grezx & Sox, at the Mart, E.C., at 1 for 
2 o’clock, Freehold P ies—re House and Land In- 
— Trust, Limited—(see advertisement, this week, 











All letters intended for peliigtien in the 
“ Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 

Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the 
Journal with regularity, it is requested that 
application be made direct to the Publisher. 

Subscription, PAYABLE IN ADVANCE, which in- 
cludes Indexes, Digests, Statutes, and Post- 
age, 52s. WEEKLY REPORTER, in wrapper, 
26s. ; by Post, 28s. Soxtcrrors’ JouRNAL, 
266, Od. ; by Post, 28s. Od. Volwmes bound 
at the office—cloth, 2s. 9d., halt law calf, 
5s. 6d. 


EDE AND SON, 





fama the Lord Guin the ay oy of the 
ROBES FOR QUEEN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


and Gowns for Registrars, 
ks, and Olerks of the Peace. 


Corporation Robes, University and Clergy Gowns 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 


TREATMENT OF INEBRIETY. 


DALRYMPLE HOME, 
RICKMANSWORTH, HERTS. 
For Gentlemen, under the Act and privately. 
Terms, 2 to 5 guineas. 
Apply to Taz Mepicat Sursainrenperr. 


MApAME EXHIBITION, 
Baker-street 


Law W: Town 








TUSSAUD'S 


Costly Dresses. Musi 
&e.-The ARDLAMONT 
of Scott. Scene of the 
.— Admission, is.; chil- 
. Open from 104.1. to 


SOLICITORS and CAPITALISTS.— 

Gentleman having Claim for £20,000 against Landed 
Estate, desires Fi Assistance to rs his Claim ; 
will dispose of half-interest for £2,500; deeds a’ pa <-wdes 
order. al Che first instance, Laxp, care of “ citors’ 
Journal,’ ancery-lane. 
To BARRISTERS, SOLICITORS, and 

others.—To be Let, a Buite of Four Good Rooms, in 
good repair, on the Second Floor of No. 3, Stone-buildings, 
with Cellarage in Basement; rent £100 per annum.—Apply 

to W. H. Ric 8, 9, Lincoln’s-inn. 


OOKS BOUGHT.—To Executors, § Solici- 
tors, &c.—HENRY 

Strand, and 37, Piccadilly, 
smaller collections of in town or coun 
utmost = in Wa. = for PROBA E. Bee 
perienced valuers prom; sent. Removals without trouble 
or expense to sellers. Established 1816. Telegraphic 
Address Bookmen London. Code in use, Unicode. 


THE COMPANIES ACTS, 1862 TO 1890. 


BY 


? 


PURCHASE LIBRARIES r 


AUTHORITY. 


Every requisite under the above Acts supplied on the 
shortest notice. voll 





a BOOKS and FORMS kept in stock for immediate 
“MEMORANDA and aang al OF ASSOCIATION 
pew y printed in the 
ibution. SHARE 
CHEQUES, &c., engraved and 
SEALS designed and executed. No 


Solicitors’ Account Books. 


RICHARD FLINT & CO., 


Stationers, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agente, 


49, FLEET-STREET, LONDON, E.C. (corner 
of Serjeants’ -inn). 
Annual and other Returns Stamped and Filed. 


LONSDALE PRINTING WORKS, 


LONSDALE BUILDINGS, 27, CHANCERY LANE. 








ALEXANDER & SHEPHEARD, 
PRINTERS and PUBLISHERS. 


BOOKS, PAMPHLETS, MAGAZINES, 
NEWSPAPERS & PERIODICALS, 


And all General and Commercial Work. 
Every description of Printing—large or small. 
Printers of THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL Newspaper. 


Authors advised we 2 as to Printing and Publishing. 
Estimates and all information furnished. 
Contracts entered into. 


BREAKFAST—SUPPER. 


EPPS’S 


GRATEFUL—COMFORTING. 


COCOA 


BOILING WATER OR MILK. 








TO ERE. THE PRINCE OF WALES. 
BR4ASD AND “C0.’S Al SAUCE. 


PRESERVED PROVISIONS. 





QUES, 


SALES BY AUCTION FOR THE YEAR 1894 
ESSRS. DEBENHAM, TEWSON, 
i FARMER, &, BRIDGEWATER to announce 
that their SALES of LANDED ESTA’ , Investments, 
Town, Suburban, and Country Business Premises, 
Building Land, pr ety Advowsons, Reversi 
Stocks, “nasen, on d other Properties wil be held at the 
AUCTION MART, Tokenhouse-yard, near the Bank of 
England, in the City of London, as follows :— 


1894. 
Tuesday, Feb. 27 | Tuesday, May 22 | Tuesday, July 31 
Tuesday, Marc Tuesday, May 29 | Tuesday, Aug. 7 
Tuesday, June 5 Tuesday, Aug. 14 
Tuesday, June 12 | Tuesday, Aug. 21 
Tuesday, June 19 | Tuesday, Oct. 2 
Tuesday, June 26 | Tuesday, Oct. 16 
Tuesday, July 3 Tuesday, Oct. 30 
Tuesday, July 10 | Tuesday, Nov. 13 
Tuesday, say = Tuesday, Dec.4 + 
Tuesday, 

Auctions « can also be h pelo ot other days, in yt or 
country, ewson, 
Farmer, & 7 those 2 undertake Sales and Valuations 
Probate and other yepeees, of Furniture, Pictures, 


er 8 , Timber, 
8 ling LED 1 18. OF eM eedgeny ge Pre- 

po ua ces, Shops, and Business 
mises to be Let or Sold by private contract are published on 
the ist of each month, and can be obtained cf Messrs. 
De , Tewson, Farmer & Bric ter, Estate Aen 
Surveyors, and Valuers, 80, Cheapsi London, E.C 

to One Mboiety of 


phone No. 1,503. 
Valuable Absolute Reversion 
£26,666 18s. 4d. India Three per Cent. Stock, receivable 
on the death of a married ady born on August 6, 18214. 
All duty has been em WS 
ESSRS. EBENHAM, TEWSON, 
FARMER, & BRIDGEWATER will SELL the 
above, at the MART, on TUESDAY, MARCH 13, at age 
Particulars of Messrs. Tathams ym, Solicitors. 
Broderick space, Old Jewry ; ; and of the Auctioneers, a 
), A 








CHELSEA. 

First-class Freehold Ground-rents, amounting to £650 per 
annum (in two collections), sheeteny ioe ag : Seem a 
handsome block of superior residential flats, 61 to 
80 ( ee ee ae Queen’s-road, Choloss, sub- 
stantiall: having a architectural eleva- 
tion, and well circumstanced with regard to light and air. 

The property occupies an excellent ape in a favourite, 

rapidly i smpeesine, and well-occupied residential quarter, 

and commands fine views of the river, Battersea-park, 
and the Kent and Surrey hills. The Apres rack rental 
is about £2,165 per annum, based on the present realized 
we 7 and very moderate estimates f e portions in 
; the security is therefore pedi He good and a 

i cieable one for trustees and others requiring a 


high-class investment. 

MESse8. DEBENHAM, TEWSON, 
FARMER, & BRIDGE WATER will SELL, at 

the MART, on TUESDAY, MARCH 13, at TWO, 
above very valuable and abundantly secured FREE HOLD 
GROUND-RENTS. 

Particulars of Messrs. Pownall & Co., Solicitors, 9, 
Staple-inn ; of Messrs. Charles & Tubbs, Estate Ague, i, 
Gresham-street ; and of the Auctioneers, 80, Cheapside 


SALE DAYS FOR THE YEAR 1894. 
ESSRS. FAREBROTHER, ELLIS, 
CLARK, & CO. beg to announce that the following 
days have been fixed for their SALES during the year 1894, 
to be held at the Auction Mart, Tokenhouse-yard, near the 
Bank of oes E.C. 
Thurs., Sept. 27 


Thurs., Oct. 11 
Thurs., Oct. 25 
Thurs., Nov. 1 
Thurs., Nov. 15 
Thurs., Nov. 29 
Tues., Dec, 4 
Thurs., Dec. 13 


‘Thurs., June 14 
Wed., Tune 20 


y 
Thurs., May 10 
Wed., May = 
Thurs., Juni , Sept. 
Other <I for eumeedlinte Sales will also be 
arran 
Messrs. Farebrother, Ellis, Clark, & Co. publish in the 
advertisement columns of ‘ e Times” every Saturday a 
complete list of their forthco sales by auction. They 
also issue from time to roy pe Boe of properties to be let 
or sold, com) ed and residential estates, farms, 
freehold and 1 old houses, City offices and br peer Fenenee 
und-rents, and investments generally, which will be 
orwarded free of charge on a. .—No. 29, Fleet- 
street, Temple-bar, and 18, Old Broad-street, E.C. 
STRAND. 
Preliminary Announcement.—By order of Trustees.—Valu- 
able ie Leasehold Investments, producing £1,065 7s. 6d. 
upon the pepettess business 
and a fully-li known as the Savo 
Palace Tavern, aoe ae one ne oer from Ray e strand, 


1, 8, and 7, Wellingtor-street, 
te Gn sepeiing onsen of low sete, be 








Pporrep MEATS and YORK and GAME 
PIES, also — 


sere OF BEEF, - BEEF TEA, 





(TURTLE SOUP, and JELLY, and other 


QPECIALITIES for INVALIDS. 
CAUTION -—BEWARE OF IMITATIONS. 


Sole address : 
11, LITTLE STANHOPE STREET, MAYFAIR. 








inwensing: ome same at the expiration of the leases. Held 
ee a having 24 years unexpired, at total ground- 
to £144 tte ad oth annum. In lots suit- 


able ie aaah 
USSES”” FAREBROTHER, ELLIS, 
CLARK, & CO, will SELL by AUCTION at the 
MART, Tokenhouse-yard, E.C., on WEDNESDAY, 
MAY 30th, at TWO o'clock precise pla, tn eve tae 
above desirable LEASEHOLD PROP 
May be viewed by permission of the ee 5 and ie 
culars with conditicas of sale obtained of Messrs. Ever- 
shed & fieglent, 5 Solicitors, Brighton; of Messrs. Bow- 
lings, Fo over, & Hordern, Solicitors, 26, Essex - street, 
Strand, W.©. ; and of Messrs. Farebrother, Ellis, Clark, & 
Co., 29, Fleet-street, Temple-bar, and 18, Old Broad-street, 
EC. 
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